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Thisis an officia notice to the DOE registering my objections to any plans being
considered to nove 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand
County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County, Utah. My concerns are as follows:
1. I'm not infavor of this contanintion this will do

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thisis an officia notice to the DOE registering my objections to any plans being
considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand
County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County, Utah. My concerns are as follows
1. Too close to communities

2. We have enough waste materia in our area

3. | think it should be in an area more remote

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thisis an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any plans being
considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand
County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows

1. Health Dangers ( how will you contain the contaminated uranium tailings)

2. Environmental problems later on. What about the wildlife, pets, livestock, crops and
vegetation.

3. Toxins for long periods of time.

4. Clean up expensesin later years.

5. Costs of keeping the above under control

6. Are skilled people taking care of this and our they protected. Are the employee's fully
aware of the dangers and risk of containing tailings.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments for the Moab (Atlas) Millsite EIS.

The National Park Service (NPS) has had long-term involvement with a wide range of issues associated
with the Moab Millsite. Based on this involvement, we recommend that the EI'S address the following

i SSUEes.

Generd

1. The Nationa Academies/National Research Council identified a number of data gaps and made
several recommendations associated with the Moab Millsite. We recommend that DOE make every effort
to address these data gaps and recommendations in preparing the EIS.

2. The EIS should address clean-up of lands adjacent to the Moab Millsite that are currently
contaminated due to windblown tailings from the Moab Millsite (e.g., areas of Arches NP).

3. The release of dust and airborne contaminants, including respirable particles and radioactive
constituents, into the atmosphere and subsequent ground deposition needs to be safely controlled during
start-up, remediation and close-down activities. We recommend that continuous monitoring for airborne



contaminants released from the tailings pile be conducted in nearby residentia areas, including the
housing area at Arches National Park, nearby unincorporated areas and Moab City, before, during and
after remediation activities, to ensure continuing safety to these areas.

4. The DOE should develop contingency plans in anticipation of harmful release of radioactive or other
airborne constituents endangering nearby residential areas of Arches Nationa Park, nearby
unincorporated areas and Moab City.

5. Noise impacts, including to visitors and employees of Arches Nationa Park.

6. Impactsto night sky (light pollution).

7. There are two small parcels of Atlas millsite property on the other side of highway 191 from the
buildings and tailings pile, which abut the Arches National Park boundary. These “divers’ of land
resulted when the highway was moved to its current location (the park boundary currently coincides with
the former highway location). After the site is cleaned up, it may make sense for these parcelsto be
transferred to Arches National Park.

I ssues with the cap-in-place alternative:

8. The potential for catastrophic failure of the pile and the resulting impacts to downstream resources
managed by NPS in Canyonlands National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

9. The dynamic nature of the Colorado River in terms of flooding, resaturation of the pile, and river
migration (e.g., as the Colorado River and Moab Wash have migrated historically over the site).

10. Potentia effects of geologic faults bounding the site on three sides (east and west branches of Moab
Fault, Arcuate Fault).

11. St dissolution under the pile and long-term effects on stability and subsidence of the tailings.
12. Short-term and long-term impacts to aguatic resources (water quality, endangered fish, other fishery
resources, macroinvertebrates, etc.), including from contaminated sediments and/or remobilization of

contaminants deposited in the downstream river bed or Lake Powell.

13. Risksof radiological contaminants in the river, and potential human impacts from fish flesh
consumption, drinking water, or direct human contact.

14. Groundwater corrective action plan (approach and applicable groundwater quality standards).

15. Consistency with treatment of other uranium mill tailings piles adjacent to the Colorado and other
rivers in the Colorado Plateau area.

16. Comprehensive analysis of risks associated with the cap-in-place aternative.
17. Comprehensive analysis of costs associated with long-term maintenance of the site.

18. Other impacts to people — to residents, visitors and employees of Arches National Park, river users,
fishing, etc.

I ssues with relocation alternative(s):




18. Truck traffic (especialy at entrance to Arches National Park).

19. Cleanrup standards for the existing site (after removal of the tailings and contaminated sub-pile
materias).

20. Post-relocation land use at the Moab Millsite. If the tailings pile is removed, this site may have
potential as arestored wetland. Asyou may be aware, the Matheson wetlands preserve across the river is
aregionaly-important wetland.

We appreciate the DOE' s effort on this project and look forward to working with you on the EIS.
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| favor the Klondike Flats alternative for the following reasons:

1) rail transportation would eliminate the need for transport on highways and through towns.

2) the site is favorable from a geological and hydrogeological standpoint.

3) The material would be isolated from populated aress.

4) | do not favor building adurry line or trucking materia for recovery. Uranium vauesin this
material are not significant.

5) | do not favor leaving the material on site.

6) The State of Utah favors moving the material from the site.

| favor this alternative as a private citizen, my comments do not necessarily reflect any position
of my current or past employers. | currently work for the Colorado Department of Public Health
and Environment, and formerly worked for various contractors at the DOE facility in Grand
Junction.
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Thank you for taking time to meet with representatives of Nielsons Skanska, Inc. and Umetco
Minerals Corp. on February 12, 2003. | believe that our discussion of the suitability of the Green
River site as a permanent repository for the Moab tailings was very beneficial. To reiterate our
discussion yesterday, we believe that there are a number of important issues that should be given
serious consideration in the selection of a site for final disposal of the Moab tailings. In your
study and evaluationof all aternatives for permanent disposal of the Moab tailings, please
consider the following advantages of utilizing the Green River site:

Non-proliferation of sites. The existing DOE Site at Green River, Utah is the permanent
repository for uranium tailings remediated under the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation
Control Act of 1978. Existing site ownership has been transferred to the DOE and the State
of Utah, and the DOE is responsible for long-term surveillance and maintenance of the
facility. Thereis sufficient private property surrounding the existing site to allow room to
expand the repository to accept the Moab tailings. Selection of the Green River site ensures
that yet another site is not created for which the US Government is responsible for long-term
surveillance and maintenance. This should be considered an advantage over either the
Klondike or Crescent Junction sites.




Availability of construction water. A conservative estimate of 400,000 mgal of water will
be needed to construct a disposal repository, place and compact tailings, clay liner materia
and radon attenuation material, and for dust control purposes, regardless of the final
repository location. Neither the Klondike nor Crescent Junction site has ready access to the
water needed to support construction, and if either of these sitesis chosen, al of the water
needed for construction will have to be pumped or hauled to the disposal site, most likely
from the Colorado or Green River, at tremendous cost to the Government.

However the Green River site we propose is adjacent to the Green River, making access to
construction water a simple process. Further, Umetco owns water rights, and iswilling to
make them available if the Green River site is selected.

Access to existing rail transportation facilities. Clearly, if the Moab tailings are to be moved
from their present location, transporting them by rail to the disposal site should prove to be
the safest and most economical form of transportation. Although both the Klondike and
Crescent Junction sites could be accessed by constructing extensive rail spurs and sidings, the
Green River site can be accessed by constructing a smple, short and relatively inexpensive
siding. Again, the Green River site presents distinct advantages over either of these
aternative sites.

Environmental suitability of Green River site. There exists alarge amount of environmental
data on the Green River site that was developed prior to the site being selected as a repository
for the previous UMTRCA project. The previous studies, and the data developed then, can
be utilized to confirm that the Green River site is a viable option for permanent disposal of
the Moab tailings. Additional, limited site investigation would be necessary, but the
existence of studies and data which the DOE has already paid for under the previous project
would speed the planning and engineering process and reduce overall project costs as
compared to any other alternate location.

Availability of private land for expanded repository. Umetco owns sufficient property
surrounding and adjoining the existing Green River site to allow room to construct the larger
repository needed to contain the Moab tailings. This private property will be made available
for the project if the Green River site is selected and our Team enters into a partnership with
the DOE to complete the work.

Minimization of environmental impact. The Green River site has been disturbed by previous
activities, including the operation of a uranium concentrator, and already contains a tailings
repository. By comparison, the large-scale construction of an entirely new disposal facility
in a undeveloped location such as Klondike Flats or Crescent Junction would greatly increase
the cumulative environmental impacts from the Moab project. Selection of the Green River
site would reduce the overall environmental impact resulting from the Moab project.

Safety issues. A project such as this creates major safety issues that the DOE must consider
in evaluating all of the potential sites. One of these issues is the transportation of workers
from the local communities to a remote project location, creating heavy use of the highways,
possibly resulting in serious accidents, injuries and deaths. If the Green River site is selected,
much of the work force will come from residents of the two communities where the work
will occur,



Moab and Green River. Thisin and of itself will result in shorter distances the workers must
travel in order to reach their jobs, directly reducing the likelihood of traffic accidents
resulting from this project. Given an average of 125 hourly and supervisory employees
working on the project for an estimated duration of five years, the difference between
disposa at the Green River site versus either the Klondike or Crescent Junction site could
result in nearly 5,000,000 fewer passenger miles traveled by workers between their homes
and job, over the course of the project. This factor alone should make the Green River sitea
more attractive option than either the Klondike or Crescent Junction alternatives.

Available local work force and infrastructure support. The cleanup of the Moab site, and
trangportation and disposal of the tailings could easily create in excess of 100 jobs for a
period of five yearsin the Moab/Green River areas. Most of these jobs will be filled by
residents of the local communities, bringing significant economic stimulus to Grand County
residents. The Green River community particularly would benefit from the increased
economic activity, and the existing local infrastructure of motels, restaurants and shopping
would benefit the project.

Unique opportunity for public/private partnership. The Nielsons Skanska/Umetco Team is
uniquely qualified to join with the DOE in atrue public/private partnership to complete this
project if the Green River siteis selected. Nielsons Skanska has a long history of successful
uranium tailings remediation projects, including work under the UMTRA Program, as well as
work for many private uranium millsite owners. Umetco likewise has designed, permitted
and managed the remediation of severa of its own millsites, and has in- house design,
permitting, health physics, quality control and construction management capabilities.

The Nielsons Skanska/Umetco Team is qualified to provide the DOE with a turnkey
approach to the project that allows the DOE to keep control of the process and outcome.
This approach would utilize our Team's expertise, knowledge and capabilities to complete
the project safer, more quickly and at lower total cost than the other potential disposal sites.

We believe that the Green River site provides clear advantages for disposal of the Moab tailings
over the other aternatives under consideration, and that these advantages will be further
developed and quantified during the EIS process. Again, thank you for the time that you and
other members of the DOE staff spent with us. We would be happy to answer any further
guestions you might have, or to develop additional information that assists the DOE in
evaluating the Green River site.
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| wish to register my concern and very avid objection to even considering movement of
radioactive waste by any means within the State of Utah, and more into or through Grand,Emery
and Carbon County... And to further dispose of this materia in aland fill that was not designed
or intended to be used for that purpose.

As aresident of Carbon County and land owner in Utah, Carbon and Emery Counties | find it
objectionable to believe that the federal government, or any political sub-divisions thereof
would, with intent impact my ability to make a living and raise my children and grand children



up in a safe and secure manner, to say nothing of the loss of value to our property and economic
sustainability.

The watershed downstream from where youare considering dumping this material is part of
some of our private landsand grazing allotments. The impact of cattle involved in a
contamination situation could rival BSE or Anthrax for our American consumers. But what about
our economic stability. Me and mine have an equal right to live and pursue happiness the same
as guaranteed to any other American. | clam that right.

This watershed also drains into the Price River, which drains into the Green River, which Drains
into the Colorado, so you are only increasing the area of possible contamination not controlling
or reducing it.

Leave the material where it is and build up the site in any way you can to increase the
containment security level, will be cheaper and will not be as likely to cause public exposure as
disturbing and exposing the contaminated material to the air.

All of the residents of Eastern Utah have the right to expect the same freedoms as any other
American. Explain why the BLM is increasing the agenda of creating more monuments, and
wilderness areas al through our area, while at the same time making it more impossible to make
aliving here, and on the other side the DOE is considering transporting and storing radio-active
tailings through the remaining public lands.

WC 105
| strongly oppose any possible plans to move Grand County's contaminated uranium tailings to
the East Carbon Development Corporation ("ECDC") site in Carbon County, Utah. | have been
contacted by many loca citizens who likewise adamantly oppose such a proposition. The ECDC
site is not presently licensed to receive radioactive materials. Any modification of the ECDC
permit that might allow storage of such toxic waste would not be in the best interest of the
citizens of this County. The shipping of such materials to ECDC, as well as storage, would
present a substantial threat to the citizens who live in close proximity to ECDC and throughout
the county, to groundwater, to agricultural activities, and to other matters of vital importance to
the area.

| have spoken with at least two of the Grand County Council Persons, who have stated that they

too oppose shipping the waste to ECDC. They believe they have a better location in their own
county for such purposes or have identified other more suitable alternatives.
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Additional Comments on Proposed Slurry Pipeline for M oab, Utah Project

1) What type of slurry pipeline will be used? “
2) What will the typical operating velocities be for the system? How many feet per second
will the dlurry run through the pipeline?



3)
4)
5
6)
7)
8)

9)

What type of pipe will be used in the system? What size pipe will be used?

How much pipe will be used for each of the alternative sites under consideration?

How long an “operating life” will the system be designed for? Is there a plan for rotating
or replacing pipe during the lifetime of the system?

Will the pipeline be designed with a corrosion film on the pipe wall? Will a*“corrosion
inhibitor” be used in the system? What “ corrosion inhibitors’ are under consideration?
Will the pipeline be above ground or buried?

What type of pumps will be used in the system? How many pumps will be used per mile
of pipeline? How will the action of pump impellors affect particle size and/or particle
attrition?

What type of generating plant will be used for a system? Where will it be located? What
is the estimated annual electricity use for each of aternative sites?

10) How much water will be used by the system? What is the total water use anticipated for

the entire remediation process? Where will the water originate? How will it be pumped
into the system? What percentage of the water can be saved for recirculation? What
percentage of water will be used to cool the generating plant? Will any recirculated water
be discharged from the system?

11) Will it be necessary to pulverize or grind the tailings for the slurry pipeline? If so, how

will they be pulverized or ground? Where will this take place? What measures are
planned for dust control? How will air quality be monitored and measure?

12) How will the dlurry be dewatered? Will cetrifugation, chemical flocculation, vacuum

filtration or heating be used? If an evaporation pond is used, where will it be located?
How will an evaporation pond be lined? What is the design life of any planned
evaporation pond? How will any recovered water not used at the end of the project, be
disposed of ?

Construction Impacts:

1

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

8)

9)

What is the specific course planned for slurry pipelines to each aternative site under
consideration? Will pipelines pass through, or near any biologically sensitive areas
including surface streams, rivers, marshes, ponds, or refuge areas?

Will the Slurry pipeline impact archaeological or culturaly significant sites?

How long will construction of pipelines for each of the aternatives take?

How will surface vegetation be cleared?

Will blasting be needed for construction of any of the slurry pipelines to aternative sites
under consideration?

Will the state or federal government be asked to exercise “right of eminent domain” for
any of the pipelines under consideration?

Will any animal communities including but not limited to endangered species be affected
by construction of any of the pipelines? What types of surveys are planned for assessing
the what plant and animal communities might be affected, and how construction would
impact habitat?

What types of construction equipment will be used for: clearing and grading? Trenching?
Stringing, Bending? Moving and lowering pipe sections into place?

What types of clean-up and restoration activities are planned?



10) What types of activities are planned to deal with the increased hazard of fire during
construction?

11) What types of activities are planned to deal with the effects of disrupting soil and
destroying vegetation during construction? Specifically, what plans have been made to
deal with alteration of drainage patterns, soil erosion, and pollution of ground water by
construction activities?

12) How will dust-particle emissions and noise pollution be mitigated during the construction
process?

13) What plans are in place to protect occupationa health and safety of workers during the
construction of durry pipelines?

Operational Impacts

1) What impact will additional electricity used to operate slurry pipelines, have on air
quality?

2) What plans are being formulated to deal with pipeline ruptures and accidental slurry
spills?

3) What isthe risk of washouts of durry pipelines by floods? How will that risk be
mitigated?

4) What will be done with the slurry pipeline once all of the tailings have been moved from
the Moab site to an aternative site?
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Please keep the mining waste out of the ecdc facility in East Carbon Utah. It is not wanted here!
Let Moab keep the mess and contamination there. The health of this community and the potential
hazards from this type of waste should be reason enough to keep it where its a. The people of
this area did not generate or make this waste. Let the good citizens of Moab take care of their
own mess. | wish the citizens of this area would have kept ECDC out of here as well.

WC 108

Enclosed are comments from Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice on the Moab,
Utah Project.

| will also fax and mail the comments.
Thiswill aso confirm your agreement that the archaeological studies referenced in our
comments (that were done for the origina siting of the White Mesa Mill) will be incorporated

into the scoping process.

Thank you for considering our comments.



Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice submits the following scoping comments for
the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed remediation of the Moab Uranium
Mill Tailings Sitein Grand County, Utah.

We submit these comments on behalf of and at the request of our constituents and membersin
San Juan County and Grand County, Utah as well asin communities and Native Nations living
along and near the Colorado River in Nevada, California and Arizona.

Summary:

The Department of Energy must reject the No Action Alternative and instead must move the
radioactive and toxic materials from the Moab Tailings Site to a more secure, safe and
appropriate location. Although additional information is necessary to evaluate many of the
possible off- site alternatives, the White Mesa Mill must be immediately rejected and excluded
from any and all consideration.

An off-site alternative must be chosen that is most protective of human health and the
environment, minimizes impacts on wildlife and sensitive ecosystems, protects invaluable
cultural and aesthetic resources, and complies with al legal mandates including environmental
justice, trust responsibility to Native Nations and Native peoples, and protection of sacred sites.

In addition, the Department of Energy (DOE) must address its failure to:

adequately explore the implications of remediation aternatives on the cost and practicability of
cleanup of contaminated groundwater on the Moab site,

take “a precautionary approach, that is, one that is self- conscioudly risk averse and therefore
takes remedia actions even when harm is not clearly demonstrated, argues for erring on the side
of contaminant reduction and removal to safer locations’ as recommended by the National
Academy of Sciences recommendations for long-term management of DOE sites,

fails to estimate and budget for contingencies that are sure to arise,

spends too little attention on characterizing aternatives other than cap-in-place, especially with
regard to site geology, soils, hydrology, the presence of threatened and endangered species,
aesthetic impacts, archaeological and sacred sites and environmental justice,

provide adequate information about the several off-site aternatives including White Mesa, Green
River, Crescent Junction, East Carbon and Envirocare.

|. The White Mesa Uranium Mill must be immediately rejected as an aternative:

The Department of Energy islegally and factually mandated to reject the White Mesa Uranium
Mill owned by International Uranium Corporation as a possible off-site alternative for disposal
of the material from the Moab site.

The White Mesa Mill islocated immediately adjacent to the White Mesa Ute Reservation, and
just afew miles from the Navajo reservation. Tribal members of the White Mesa Ute
reservation, along with the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, are in opposition to bringing the toxic and
radioactive material from the Moab site to the White Mesa mill. Tribal members have testified
in the scoping meetings — and historically — about their concern of health impacts from the
treatment and disposal of toxic and radioactive material so close to their homes and on land that
is profoundly sacred.



The problems with the White Mesa site cannot be mitigated and therefore the site cannot be
considered as areasonable aternative. Greenaction joins tribal members in identifying the
following reasons that the White Mesa Mill must be rejected immediately from consideration:

IUC White Mesa Mill istoo close to a popul ated area — the White Mesa Ute Reservation: The
White Mesa Mill’ s location directly next to the White Mesa Ute Reservation makes it an
unacceptable location for treating and disposing of the toxic and radioactive material from Moab.
Its close proximity to the reservation creates an unacceptable health risk to local residents.
Moving the contaminants next to a populated community would violate one of the goals of the

M oab remediation project — protecting public health by moving the tailings pile away from an
area where harm could occur.

Bringing Moab contaminants to White Mesa Mill would directly and illegally desecrate ancient
sacred, cultural and archaeological sites known to be at White Mesa:

It is a well-documented fact that the White Mesa Mill was built directly on top of and next to
more than 200 known archaeological sites, including many ceremonial kivas, burials, habitation
and storage sites, pottery and other important artifacts.

Although the desecration of these sacred, cultural and archaeological sites that has already
occurred at White Mesa during construction and operation of the White Mesa Uranium Mill
cannot be undone, further desecration can and must cease immediately. The Department of
Energy is prohibited as a matter of law and public policy to authorize further desecration of
sacred Sites.

During the scoping meetings held in January by the Department of Energy in Moab, Blanding
and White Mesa, White Mesa Ute people spoke of the sacred sites at and next to the White Mesa
Uranium facility.

The U.S. government has had direct knowledge of the sacredness and cultural value of White
Mesa since before the facility was first built. A number of archaeological studies were done on
this site for the mill project proposal, and the “Final Environmental Statement related to
operation of White Mesa Uranium Project, Docket No. 40-8681" performed by the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in May 1979 also documents and acknowledges the significance of
White Mesa.

We incorporate the following documents into our scoping comments, and the Department of
Energy would have to acknowledge and incorporate these documents into any Environmental
Impact Study being done on the Moab remediation project if you were to further consider the
IUC White Mesa Mill as a possible off-site alternative.

Final Environmental Statement related to operation of White Mesa Uranium Project, Docket No.
40-8681" performed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission in May 1979

Archaeological Excavations on White Mesa, San Juan County, Utah, 1979 by Laurel Cagens, et
al, Antiquities Section (For Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc) Volume I, Chapters 1 thru 7, June, 1980.



Archaeological Excavations on White Mesa, San Juan County, Utah, 1979 by Laurel Cagens, et
al, Antiquities Section (For Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc) Volume |, Chapters 8 thru 11, June,
1980

Archaeological Excavations on White Mesa, San Juan County, Utah, 1979 by Laurel Cagjens, et
al, Antiquities Section (For Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc) Volume I, Chapters 12 thru 19, June
1980

Archaeological Excavations on White Mesa, San Juan County, Utah, 1979 by Laurel Cagens, et
al, Antiquities Section (For Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc) Volume I, Chapters 20 thru 25

White Mesa Archaeological Survey, Preliminary Report by Laurel A. Cagiens and Gregory L.
Seward, for Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc., February, 1980

Excavations at 42Sa6384, White Mesa, San Juan County, Utah, by Kay Sargent for Energy Fuels
Nuclear, Inc, November 1979

An Intensive Cultural Resource Inventory Conducted on White Mesa, San Juan County, Utah, by
Richard A. Thompson, Southern Utah State College, December 7, 1977, International Learning
and Research, Inc., submitted to the Bureau of Land Management and to the Antiquities Section
of the Utah Division of State History in behalf of Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc.

On page 2-17 of the Final Environmental Statement related to operation of White Mesa Uranium
Project, Docket No. 40-8681" performed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission in May
1979is study (Section 2.5.2.3 “:Archaeological Sites’) it statesin relevant part:

“ Archaeological surveys of portions of the entire project site were conducted between the fall of
1977 and the spring of 1979. ..During the survey, 121 sites were recorded and al were
determined to have an affiliation with the San Juan Anasazi who occupied this area of Utah from
about 0 A.D. t0 1300 A.D. All but 22 of the sites were within the project boundaries....”

On page 2-19 the report states: “ Archaeological test excavations were conducted by the
Antiquities Section, Division of State History, in the spring of 1978, on 20 sites located in the
areato be occupied by tailings cells 2, 3, and 4. Of these sites, twelve were deemed by the State
Archaeologist to have significant National Register potential and four possible significance. The
primary determinant of significance in this study was the presence of structures, though storage
features and pottery artifacts were a'so common. In the fall of 1978, a surface survey was
conducted on much of the previously unsurveyed portions of the proposed mill site.
Approximately 45 archaeological sites were located during this survey, some of which are
believed to be of equal or greater significance than the more significant sites from the earlier
study.”

On page 2-20 the report states that “The determination by the Keeper of the National Register on
April 6, 1979, was that the White Mesa Archaeological District is eligible for inclusion in the
National Register.”

The archaeological study done by Laurel A. Cagens and Gregory L. Seward for Energy Fuels
Nuclear (Preliminary Report, White Mesa Archaeologica Survey, February, 1980) surveyed



approximately eight square miles on White Mesa. “Two hundred and sixteen prehistoric and two
historic archaeological sites and two paleontological sites were located.” (page x, Abstract).

The numerous archaeological studies referenced above include detailed descriptions of the many
sacred and other cultural and archaeological sites at White Mesa. These studies include many
descriptions and photos of sacred ceremonial kivas, habitation and storage structures, pottery and
other artifacts. It is acknowledged that the Anasazi people used this area heavily for over 1200
years, living and dying here. These studies also document the destruction of many of these sites,
including photos of backhoes being used to “salvage’ sites.

Unfortunately, the federal government has consistently ignored and violated mandates to protect
the sacred, cultural and archaeological sites at White Mesa, allowing the ongoing treatment and
disposal of radioactive and toxic material to unequivocally desecrate these sites.

The Department of Energy is prohibited from allowing the desecration of sacred, cultural and
archaeological sites such as those present at White Mesa, and from allowing disproportionate and
discriminatory impacts on the minority and low-income residents of White Mesa and nearby
Native communities.

Executive Order 13007, May 24, 1996: Protecting Indian Sacred Sites:

The Department of Energy must comply with the mandates of Executive Order 13007 and
protect Indian Sacred Sites at White Mesa. The Executive Order 13007 states in relevant part:
“..in order to protect and preserve Indian religious practices, it is hereby ordered:

Section 1. Accommodation of Sacred Sites. (a) in managing Federal lands, each executive
branch agency with statutory or administrative responsibility for the management of Federal
lands shall, to the extent practicable...(2) avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such
sacred Sites.”

Section (iii) defines “ Sacred Site” as follows: “any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated
location on Federal land that is identified by an Indian tribe, or Indian individual determined to
be an appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its
established religious significance to, or ceremonial use by, an Indian religion, provided that the
tribe or appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion has informed the agency
of the existence of such asite.”

The presence of significant sacred Indian sites at White Mesa, including federal public lands near
the IUC facility, is fully documented. The treatment and disposal of toxic and radioactive
materials at the mill impact the sanctity of these sites.

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act and National Historic Preservation Act;

The Department of Energy acknowledges in your Draft Preliminary Plan for Remediation
that “ Cultural resources are protected by these acts and by their implementing regulations.
The regulations at 36 CFR 800 require federal agencies to take into account the effect of their
proposed action ona structure or object that is included on or eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places and establishes procedures to identify and provide for
preservation of historic and archaeological data that might be destroyed through alteration of
terrain as aresult of federal action.” These Acts would thus prohibit the Department of



Energy from approving further desecration of the many known significant sacred and
archaeological sites at White Mesa.

Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, February 11, 1994.

The Department of Energy must comply with the mandates of the Executive Order on
Environmental Justice and therefore must reject the White Mesa Uranium Mill as a possible
site for the Moab radioactive and toxic materials.

This Executive Order prohibits federal agencies from taking action that would have a
discriminatory impact on minority and low-income populations such as the residents of the
White Mesa Ute Reservation living next to the IUC facility.

The Executive Order states that “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income populations.”

The Order further acknowledges that federal decisions must help protect minority and low-
income populations’ subsistence consumption: “Inorder to assist in identifying the need for
ensuring protection of populations with differential patterns of subsistence consumption of
fish and wildlife, Federal agencies, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall collect,
maintain, and analyze information on the consumption patterns of populations who
principally rely on fish and/or wildlife for subsistence.”

The Department of Energy is thus mandated to make achieving environmental justice part of
its mission. The treatment and disposal at White Mesa of toxic and radioactive material from
the Moab site would have a discriminatory and disproportionate impact on the people of color
and low-income population of the White Mesa Ute reservation and nearby Navajo residents as
well. Health, environment, subsistence and sacred and cultural sites would all be threatened
and disproportionately impacted in violation of the Executive Order on Environmental Justice.

Therefore, the Department of Energy thus cannot allow toxic and radioactive materials to be
sent to the White Mesa Uranium Mill located directly next to the White Mesa Ute Reservation
and directly on top of and next to sites with profound sacred, cultural and archaeological
significance.

Federal Trust Responsibility to Indian People:

The Department of Energy is mandated to uphold federal trust responsibility to Indian tribes and
Indian peoples. Authorizing the treatment and disposal of toxic and radioactive materials so
close to the White Mesa Ute Reservation and on top of and next to so many documented sacred
sites would violate federa trust responsibility.

This trust responsibility includes the requirement of full consultation and coordination with
Indian Tribal governments as set forth in Executive Order 13175, November 6, 2000. The Ute
Mountain Ute Tribe is on record opposing the possible shipment of the Moab uranium tailings
materials to the White Mesa Uranium Mill, and the Tribe's position must be respected.



Threat of groundwater contamination: The toxic and radioactive material threatens groundwater
needed by nearby residents at White Mesa and other nearby areas. Bringing an enormous amount
of toxic and radioactive material from the Moab site for storage, treatment, disposa and
“evaporation” threatens groundwater. The IUC proposal to use vast — but unquantified —
amounts of water to slurry

Air Pollution: The toxic and radioactive material can contaminate the White Mesa community
and other nearby residents through air pollution. The area around White Mesa has frequent high
winds that can spread the contamination onto the reservation.

Impact on Wildlife: Ute and Navajo people living in the vicinity of the White Mesa Mill have
reported that deer and other animals have been increasingly having tumors. Local residents also
report that wildlife frequently are present on the site of the IUC facility.

Impact on Subsistence: Some Ute and Navajo people living near the IUC facility practice
subsistence hunting, and additional toxic and radioactive materials at the [UC facility poses a
risk of contamination of wildlife hunted for food by local residents.

Impact on Gathering and Use of Medicinal Herbs and Plants: Some local Ute and Navajo people
gather and use medicinal herbs and plants from White Mesa. They are fearful that these
important herbs and plants used for medicine and ceremonies are being contaminated.

Proposed durry line would waste and contaminate vast amounts of scarce water resources and
have significant negative impacts on the environment that cannot be mitigated:

IUC has failed to provide information on how much water would be needed for their proposed
durry line to bring the Moab material to their mill at White Mesa. It is clear, however, that
massive amounts of water would be needed for this project. It isalso clear that the water would
become contaminated after being used to slurry the toxic and radioactive materials. Using
valuable water resources to durry contaminated material is unwise at any time, but is reckless at
atime of drought.

The contaminated water ultimately would be placed in evaporation ponds. These evaporation
ponds are unacceptable for several reasons: (1) new areas would be constructed on to build the
ponds, further desecrating the sacred sitesin the area; (2) contaminants would be evaporated
into the air, and (3) contaminants would eventually reach the soil and groundwater as all
evaporation ponds will leak at some point, even if lined.

Building a giant durry line al the way from the Colorado River to White Mesa would have an
enormous negative impact on the environment. Both the construction of the pipeline itself, and
possible spillage if the slurry pipelines would break, are significant impacts that cannot be
mitigated. In addition, the durry pipeline would go through an area that in its entirety isrich in
archaeological sites, has great natural beauty unique in the world, and may also contain
endangered species. Impacts on the environment, wildlife, archaeological and aesthetic impacts
would have to be analyzed for every foot of the proposed pipeline —timely and costly endeavor
that can be avoided by acknowledging the slurry pipeline would have a major significant
negative impact and cannot be approved.

Toxic waste and toxic debris should not be sent to the lUC facility:



It is acknowledged that toxic waste was dumped in the vicinity of the Moab tailings pile. It
is also acknowledged that toxic and radioactive debrisis at the site and would be sent to any
off-site aternative chosen. It isinappropriate to take this material to afacility licensed asa
uranium mill.

(11) Approval of White Mesa Mill Alternative Would Trigger Significant Protests:
Approval by Department of Energy of White Mesa as the alternative would trigger legal
challenges as well as significant peaceful but direct protests by tribal members, Greenaction and
other local residents. The high cost of responding to these legal actions and protests and the
resulting delays in proceeding with the project must be evaluated.

(12) White Mesa was not properly identified in Scoping documents or Federal Register:
As White Mesa was not properly identified in either the scoping documents or Federal Register,
it cannot be considered. The Federal Register and other Department of Energy documents and
maps completely omitted the fact thet the White Mesa Ute reservation is the closest community
to the IUC facility — the reservation was not even mentioned in any notice, document or map to
date in the scoping process. The failure to acknowledge the existence of the White Mesa Ute
reservation and its proximity to the IUC facility is a serious defect in your notice and process.

(13) Failureto Trandate Testimony in Navajo L anguage | s a Serious Defect in Scoping
Process:

Although a scoping meeting was held for the Navajo Nation, it was held in Blanding and not on
the reservation — meetings should have been held in Blanding and on the Navajo reservation. At
the meeting for the Navgjo Nation, a Navajo Elder testified. Her testimony was not taken or
recorded — completely ignored. In addition a Navajo and myself both then asked for trandation
so the Elder’ s testimony could be recorded and so the public would understand what she said.
The Department of Energy facilitator’s response was to demand | be quiet and rejected my
complaint and failed to register my objection to testimony not being trandlated or recorded. The
failure to trandate the Elder’ s comments and the failure to register my objection to the lack of
trandation is an error in your process and a violation of environmental justice.

Il The Moab tailings pile must be moved to a safe and appropriate site away from the
Colorado River:

The National Academies Board on Radioactive Waste Management has stated that tailings at the
Moab site “represent a hazard that essentially lasts forever.” Given the almost unlimited nature
of the risk to environment and health posed by the cap-in place option, an off-site aternative
must be chosen - especially since a groundwater interim action is already planned to mitigate the
immediate risks posed by contaminants reaching the Colorado River.

(1) Groundwater Remediation:

Since groundwater treatment is required under all alternatives, it is unfortunate that it has been
given so little prominence in the “prescoping” process. The Nationa Academy of Sciences
Board on Radioactive Waste Management states that there are still “unresolved questions’ with
regard to “understanding interactions between water and the pile, and designing a cleanup plan
for contaminated water. It seems premature to decide as the DOE has, that “after contaminant
concentrations are significantly decreased by the active remediation, natural flushing processes
will reduce concentrations to acceptable standards within the 100-year regulatory time frame’



and that “groundwater remediation and compliance strategy will be essentially the same for the
cap-in-place, treatment, or off-site disposal alternatives...”

It is not clear that any remediation effort in a cap- in-place alternative would not be ongoing,
exceeding the 100- year time limit imposed by EPA groundwater standards since the contaminant
plume in groundwater would remain covered by the disposal cell and not available for
remediation. It is clearly beyond the current technology to engineer a cap that would prevent
“ggnificant infiltration” of water through either precipitation or flooding that would have an
indefinite life. According to the NAS, the DOE’ s general experience at other mill-tailings sites
suggests that the hydraulic conductivity of the cover should be expected to increase by one to
two orders of magnitude over time. Thus, recharge rates of water infiltrating (or draining)
through the pile could be substantially larger than now estimated...” They conclude that it is
hard to imagine a response to these events that does not rely in some way on active institutional
management over the long term (i.e., beyond the regulatory time frame of 100 years for active
ingtitutional management of ground water remediation).

(2) Long-term Risks

It seems clear that any selected alternatives should minimize risk not only for the near-term, but
also for the foreseeable future. In this regard, the cap-in place alternative must be rejected for
several major reasons:

The site is located adjacent to the Colorado River, a mgjor water and recreational resource for
tens of millions of people;

It iswithin 1 mile of Arches Nationa Park, 12 miles from Canyonlands National Park, and
directly across the river from Moab Marsh;

The site sits on at the confluence of the Moab Wash, an ephemeral stream that flows into the
Colorado River during periods of high precipitation and snowmelt.

It is also immediately adjacent to the upper boundary of the 100-year flood plain of the
Colorado River. As recently as 1984, the site was flooded and anecdotal evidence suggests
that water may have risen at least four feet up the base of the pile. More recent flooding
occurred in the last few years.
The trace of the Moab Fault runs directly beneath the tailings pile. “From July 1979 to June
1987, about 1,100 earthquakes up to magnitude 3.3 were recorded within a 125-mile radius
of Moab”

Finally, there is arising demand for land in the Moab area since it is a popular recreational
destination. Over time, development will increase the risk both for human exposure due to
natural accidents, and for human intrusion into the pile,

Given the amost unlimited time frame for management of a disposal cell, and the impossibility
of engineering for al contingencies, it appears that a solution utilizing the Moab site fails to take
a “precautionary approach, that is, one that is self-conscioudly risk averse and therefore takes
remedial actions even when harm is not clearly demonstrated, argues for erring on the side of
contaminant reduction and removal to safer locations’ as recommerded by the National
Academy of Sciences recommendations for long-term management of DOE legacy waste Sites.

A prudent and consciously risk-averse approach would preclude locating even a “ stabilized” pile
in a floodplain, especially with an active seismic fault running undernegth. In addition, there are



serious unanswered questions about the effectiveness of groundwater remediation if the pile
remainsin place. The pile needs to be moved away from the Colorado River.

[11. Budget Contingencies:

Although assigning costs to contingencies is uncertain at best, it would be prudent to assume that
unforeseen exigencies will occur over the lifetime of remediation. If cost is used as the main
criteriafor selecting an aternative, some budgetary weight must be assigned to alternatives that
present more foreseeable risks for contingencies over the long-term. Of the two alternatives
under discussion, cap-in-site offers the most uncertainties, especially with regard to the term of
groundwater remediation, and the risk of catastrophic disposal cell failure through flooding,
seismic instability, or lateral migration of the Colorado River. Also, the costs and delays
associated with legal action and protests if the White Mesa Uranium Mill or cap-in-place are
chosen must be evaluated.

V. Inadequate Characterization of Alternatives

It is clear from the report that the cap- in-place alternative has received the most attention from
the Department of Energy. Since the DOE did not perform any characterization or modeling
activities, information used to complete the plan was extracted from existing documents such as
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s 1999 final Environmental Impact Statement and the
Moab Trustee report of the hydrogeologic and geochemical characteristics of the site. Since other
alternatives have not received equal scrutiny, there is a dearth of information characterizing their
suitability for adisposal site. Before a site selection decision is made, more complete information
is needed on archaeological sites, threatened and endangered species, hydrology, geology, and
soils at alternative sites and environmental justice impacts.

V. Klondike Flats Alternative:

Full study should be done of the Klondike Flats and other off-site alternatives (however the
White Mesa alternative needs to be immediately excluded). On page 2-13 of your Draft
Preliminary Plan for Remediation additional concerns are raised due to confusing statements.
Y our document says a “riprap source has been identified 17 miles south of the Moab site on
private property referred to as the Kane Creek site.” Y ou must study the impacts of creating a
new quarry sSite at that location, and also determine if that isreally the Kane Creek area. We
have concerns about a new industrial development 17 miles south of Moab, and al impacts of
such a development must be studied.

In addition, your draft plan then states that the riprap would be *...transported to the rel ocated
site by rail,” but thereis no rail line there. Will you build arail line? If so, that would have
enormous additional negative impacts and cannot be approved.

Th e plan also states that the commercia pit in Spanish Valley would be used for gravel and
cobbles. That facility has concerned neighbors in both San Juan and Grand County due to noise
and air pollution, and the increase in pollution, noise and truck traffic must be fully evaluated.

WC 109
Thisis an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any plans being considered to
move 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East
Carbon, Carbon County, Utah.



My concerns are as follows

1. Health Dangers (how will you contain the contaminated uranium tailings)

2. Environmental problems later on. What about the wildlife, pets, livestock, crops and
vegetation.

3. Toxins for long periods of time.

4. Clean up expenses in later years.

5. Costs of keeping the above under control

6. Are skilled people taking care of this and our they protected. Are the employee's fully aware
of the dangers and risk of containing tailings.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 110
Thisis an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any plans being considered to
move 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East
Carbon, Carbon County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows

1. Health Dangers ( how will you contain the contaminated uranium tailings)

2. Environmental problems later on. What about the wildlife, pets, livestock, crops and
vegetation.

3. Toxins for long periods of time.

4. Clean up expenses in later years.

5. Costs of keeping the above under control

6. Are skilled people taking care of this and our they protected. Are the employee's fully aware
of the dangers and risk of containing tailings.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 111

Please consider this as my official objection to any plans being considered to move 13 million
tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County
Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. The health of residentsin Moab has been affected i.e. higher rates of cancer etc., why move
these tailings to a new location and affect a new population?

2. The safety issues of moving/ trarsporting the tailings 100 miles to East Carbon. (further
contamination)

3. Two lane highway that is aready over crowded.

4. Impact on water, air, and land in Carbon County.



5. We have a hard time keeping jobs in this county, if we are known for radioactive waste, we
will have a harder time attracting businesses and new jobs. We won't be able to sell our homes
to move for new jobs outside of the county.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 112
Thisis an officia notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand
County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows

1. Health Dangers

2. Environmental problems later on

3. Toxins for long periods of time.

4. Clean up expenses in later years.

5. Costs of keeping the above under control

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
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Thisis an officia notice to the DOE registering my objections to any plans being considered to
move 13 million tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East
Carbon, Carbon County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows

1. Health Dangers

2. Environmental problems later on

3. Toxins for long periods of time.

4. Clean up expenses in later years.

5. Costs of keeping the above under control

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 114

Please consider this as my official objection to any plans being considered to move 13 million
tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County
Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. Health & safety for those people from Moab to East Carbon.
2. Hedlth with live stock / cropsin area of fill.



3. Our water supply in a surrounding areas & miles away.
4. Thelack of safety/ interest in safety as time goes by, with
management cutting corners to save.

5. The site should be as close as possible to waste.
6. The origina agreement said no radioactive or contaminated wastes to be
dumped at Site.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 115

Please consider this as my official objection to any plans being considered to move 13 million
tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County
Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. Health problems that would occur.
2. We want a healthy enviroment for our children.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 116

Please consider this as my official objection to any plans being considered to move 13 million
tons of contaminated uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon County
Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. Itisjust not a safe thing to have come to our area.
2. Do not want contaminated tailings in our area - too dangerous.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

WC 117
| understand one of the options you are considering for relocation of the Moab Tailing is to place
them by Klondike Flats. | am opposed to such a move as the area is a somewhat pristine area
heavily used by mountain bikers.

It would also seem that moving the tailing to Klondike Flats would significantly increase truck
traffic on the already heavily used roads in the area. This does not appear to be a wise move
considering this areais heavily frequented by tourists who come to see Arches National
Monument as well as mountain bikers and people with four wheel drive vehicles.



Alternative disposal options should be chosen.

WC 118
The National Academies; Board on Radioactive Waste Management in a June 11, 2002; forty-six
page report to DOE Assistant Secretary, Jessie Roberson recommends that the DOE undertake a
bounded process of fact-finding and analysis before reaching a final decision on the Atlas Mill
Tailing Site remediation. Federa regulations (40 CFR 192) saysto adopt 1000 years as the
design objective for the maintenance of human isolation of mill tailings from the environment.
The National Academies recommends that DOE assess each alternative for disposition of the
Moab pile on the basis of its entire life-cycle, including the demands for long-term ingtitutional
management (LTIM) actions. The DOE should draw more explicitly from its own past
experience in managing tailings piles in developing its plan for remediation at Moab. The Floyd
D. Spence National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Y ear 2001 transferred ownership of,
and responsibility for the Moab Site to the DOE in October 2001.

| vigorously encourage the DOE to undertake a full scientific and detailed study of the Klondike
Flats Site identified in the DOE's Public Scoping Meeting Off-Site Alternatives.

Under the Klondike Flats Site proposal: No groundwater or surfacewater would be affected,
virtually no contaminants would enter area surface waters; there is no existing floodplains.
Aquatic biota in the Colorado River would no longer be exposed to contaminants of the Atlas
tailings because no aguatic habitat is present, there are no wetlands and no threatened or
endangered species. The Klondike Flats Site would provide greater benefit to aquatic biota
because the source of contamination would be removed; a greater benefit to water quality
because leaching into the river would be close to non-existent. Contaminant transport to the river
would be nontexistent. This site would promote long-term protection of the Colorado River.
There would be no impact on groundwater because no viable supply of groundwater has been
identified. Potential aquifers beneath the Klondike Site would not be impacted. The Mancos
shale beneath is relatively impermeable and yields no groundwater to wells or springs. Minimal
groundwater monitoring would be minimal if not non-existent.

Under the Klondike Flats Site alternative it would be away from most recreational activities and
areas. No national parks or recreation areas would be threatened. It is remote from most viewing
populations and no residences are near.

Transport of the tailings by rail to the Klondike Site has virtually no potential to impact public
services and infrastructure. Impacts of borrow activities would be minimal, clay would be
obtained at the Klondike Site.

Removal of the Atlas pile to the Klondike Flats Site eliminates any directly perceived threat to
potential recreational and aesthetic experiences of downstream elements of the National Park
System. And more importantly, the 25 plus million Colorado River water users in Arizona,
Nevada and Californiawill eliminate, entirely, these water users mistrust of the DOE's published
mission; (is): "To develop the technology and facilities necessary to provide for the permanent
isolation of civilian and military waste from the biosphere so that these wastes pose no
significant threat to public health and safety.” Which may be argued in U.S. Federal Court by
these 25 million plus Colorado River stakeholders.



The unlined 13 million tons of the Atlas Uranium Mill Tailingsisin direct contact (‘mixing
zone') with the Colorado River and is aso located in the floodplain over a seismically active
geologic fault and a geologic salt-anticline. ALL have severe environmental, public health and
safety conditions. For 47 years this huge unlined pile of poisonous uranium tailings has been
located in the floodplain of the Colorado River. In 47 years this pile has leached it's poison
through four different geologic systems to contaminate the Quaternary aluvial aquifer which is
located beneath this unlined pile of poison. Elevated contamination concentrations in fish and
sediments adjacent to (‘'mixing zone') or downstream of the pile include arsenic, iron, lead,
manganese, mercury, selenium, vanadium, gross alpha, gross beta, lead-210, polonium-210,
radium-226, thorium-230 and total uranium. In September 1993 the river, 'mixing zone, at the
tailings pile had a release of radio-nucleoids into the groundwater 900 times the EPA standard.
The DOE standard requires the Atlas Site to be moved to alined cell because of these
groundwater concerns.

The National Academies June 11, 2002 review committee sees it as a certainty that the river's
course will run across the Moab Site at some time in the future.

The Moab community, it's elected officials, as well as Grand County residents and elected
officials; and the State of Utah are ready to accept afinal resolution that would keep the Atlas
Tailings in Grand County at alocation farther from the river and town: i.e. the Klondike Flats
Site.

The DOE should critically examine the Klondike Flats Site in preparing the Atlas Project EIS.
The DOE should definitively draw from its own experience in it's previous remediations of
uranium tailings located in the floodplain of the Colorado River.

Thank you for your consideration of this important comment to the Klondike Flats Site
aternative for the DOE's proposed EIS of the Atlas Project. Please keep me registered on the
DOE's mailing list, and forward the EIS and relevant documents concerning the Atlas Project to
my mailing address.

WC 119
San Juan County Ordinance No. 1992-3 established the Bluff Service Area and specified that our
board was to provide culinary water services and to manage storm water drainage, among other
pOWers.

Bluff's culinary water supply is derived from an aquifer within the Navajo Sandstone Formation.
The recharge zone of our culinary water supply lies, in part, directly under the proposed White
Mesa Mill site. The flexible membrane liners at White Mesa Mill were installed in 1980 and
have been shown to leak by areport conducted by Titan Environmenta in 1994. Our sole
culinary water supply is directly at risk from this project.

Furthermore, surface runoff and other stormwater drainage flows over the White Mesa Mill site
into Westwater Canyon, which then joins Cottonwood Wash, which flows right through the
middle of Bluff.



Therefore, the Bluff Service Area Board of Trustees would like to express our opposition to the
proposed transport of Atlas Mills tailings to White Mesa. Storage of these tailings at White Mesa
would negatively affect our ability to protect our sole culinary water supply. Potentially
contaminated surface runoff would impair our abilities to safely manage stormwater drainage in
Bluff.

The Bluff Service Area Board of Trustees voted unanimously in this matter and the people of our
community are solidly behind usin our desire to protect our water supply and our health.

Thank you for considering our request that none of the Atlas Mill tailings be moved to White
Mesa

WC 120
U.S. Department of Interior
Record of Decision

In November 1998, amended in March 2000 and March 2001, Williams Pipe Line Company, LLC,
(formerly known as Williams Pipeline Company) filed an application to amend right-of-way grant
NMN-36230. The subject application was filed under authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 as
amended (30 U.S.C. 185). Right-of-way grant NMN-36230 is hereby amended as follows:

1. Authorization is provided to convert approximately 220 miles of an existing liquified natural
gas pipeline to a petroleum products pipeline. Authorization is provided to complete all
operations necessary to effect this conversion including but not limited to the reversal of
valves and the installation of new piping and pumps at existing pump stations. The lands are
described on Attachment A.

Authorization is provided to construct, operate, maintain and terminate a new pump station
(NPS 508). This pump station is located in New Mexico Principal Meridian, Township 32
North, Range 9 West, Section 28, and encompasses 3.68 acres, more or less.

Authorization is provided to construct, operate, maintain and terminate 12,400.00 feet of new
pipeline encompassing 14.23 acres more or less in New Mexico to complete the connection to
the Giant Refinery. Included in this authorization is a temporary use area encompassing 7.12
acres more or less. The amended right-of-way location is in New Mexico Principal Meridian,
Township 29 North, Range 11 West, Sections 26, 27, 34 and 35, and Township 28 North,
Range 11 West, Sections 11, 13, and 14.

Authorization is provided to construct, operate, maintain and terminate a new pump station
(NPS 702, Thompson Station Site). This pump station is located in Salt Lake Meridian,
Township 22 South, Range 19 East, Section 1, and encompasses 3.97 acres, more or less.

. Authorization is provided to construct, operate, maintain and terminate 1752.96 feet of
new
pipeline encompassing 2.01 acres, more or less to connect the existing pipeline with the
proposed terminal at Crescent Junction. Included in this authorization is a temporary use
area encompassing 1.00 acre, more or less. The amended right-of-way location is in Salt
Lake Meridian, Township 22 South, Range 19 East, Section 1.



6. Authorization is provided to construct, operate, maintain and terminate a terminal site
located near Crescent Junction, Utah in the Salt Lake Meridian, Township 21 South, Range
19 East, Section 26 encompassing 64.79 acres, more or less.

The stipulations, plans, maps or designs set forth in Attachments A (Legal
Descriptions), B (Maps), C (Stipulations), D (Plan of Development) and E
(Appendix A of Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Questar, Williams
and Kern River Pipeline Projects), attached hereto, are incorporated into this
amendment fully and effectively as if they were set forth herein in their entirety.

All applicable terms, conditions and stipulations found in the original grant are in
full force and effect. The term of this amendment coincides with the term of the
original grant. Authority, for this action is Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act
of 1920, and amended (30 U.S.C. 185) and Federal regulations at 43 CFR 2800
and 43 CFR 2880.

On behalf of Williams Petroleum Services, LLC ("Williams"), we
appreciate this opportunity to comment on the U.S. Department of Energy's ("DOE'S")
proposal to remediate the contaminated tailings at the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings Site
(the "Site"). Williams owns an interest in an existing interstate petroleum products
pipeline which traverses the Site near its north, northeastern boundary and has received
approval from the U.S. Department of the Interior ("DOI") to locate a pump station on or
near the Site in conjunction with its new refined products pipeline project. Williams has
also received DOI approval to locate a new petroleum products distribution terminal and
pumping station on 65 acres of BLM-administered land at Crescent Junction, Utah (the
"Crescent Junction Terminal"). Williams seeks to inform DOE of this interstate pipeline
project to assist DOE in its scoping process and consideration of on and off site
remediation alternatives.

By way of background, on October 16, 2001, the Secretary of DOI issued a
Record of Decision ("ROD"), authorizing the issuance to Williams of a right-of-way
grant ("ROW"), from Crescent Junction, Utah to Salt Lake City, Utah, for anew
petroleum products pipeline ("UTU77149"), and amendment of an existing pipeline
right-of-way ("NMN-36230"), from Bloomfield, New Mexico, to Crescent Junction,
Utah. The ROD and ROW grants were issued based on information and analysis
included in the comprehensive Questar, Williams and Kern River Pipeline Project Final
Environmental Impact Statement ("QWK EIS"), dated June, 2001. A map of the pipeline
set forth in the QWK EIS is enclosed.

Along the existing pipeline right of way, NMN-36240, Williams has received approval to locate a
proposed pump station at or near the Site. The precise location of this pump station will be
determined after a complete engineering study is performed and negotiations with DOE are compl ete.
The pump station is listed as NPS 608 in the QWK EIS and will occupy 5 acres of land as described
at pages 2-16 through 2-18 of the QWK EIS, enclosed. The pump station will consist of pumping
equipment including two natural gas turbine pump units with a combined 1,884 horsepower. Pump
station NPS 608 is a necessary component of Williams' interstate pipeline project which will enable
petroleum products to be pumped north through the existing pipeline to the Crescent Junction
Terminal. A copy of the map showing the proposed location of NPS 608, copied from the QWK EIS,
is enclosed for your information.



As part of its approval for construction of the new pipeline ROW, Williams has received
approval to construct the Crescent Junction Terminal as a distribution facility for Williams interstate
pipeline. The Crescent Junction Terminal will include tanks capable of storing approximately 190,000
barrels of petroleum products such as gasoline, fuel oils and butane. The termina will have a
multi-spot truck loading rack with the capability of distributing up to 15,000 barrels of petroleum
product per day. As analyzed and studied in the QWK EIS, the Crescent Junction Terminal will
service between 50 to 60 tanker trucks per day. Enclosed for your information is a copy of the site
map showing the location of the Crescent Junction Termina and pipeline route, copied from the
QWK EIS.

According to DOE's Notice of Intent published December 20, 2002 at 67 FR 77969, DOE is
considering several remediation alternatives including the off-site disposal of contaminated soils and
tailings at a site at or near Crescent Junction. Williams understands that other off-site disposal options
include storing the tailings at Klondike Flats, White Mesa Mill and East Carbon Development
Corporation sites. While the Notice of Intent does not identify the precise location of the Crescent
Junction site under consideration, Williams regquests DOE take notice of the Crescent Junction
Termina in evaluating the Crescent Junction disposal aternative. The Crescent Junction Termina's
petroleum product storage tanks, distribution facilities and daily traffic from petroleum tankers are
incompatible with the disposal of mill tailings at Crescent Junction. Enclosed for your information is
acopy of DOI's Decision dated November 7, 2001 with alegal description of the terminal site.

Williams encourages DOE to consider existing and approved land uses in the Crescent
Junction area, including the Crescent Junction Termina and Williams' pipeline, before making a find
decision on alocation for atailings disposal site. Williams also requests that DOE consider and
evaluate any possible impacts to the existing pipeline, NMN-36230, and its planned pump station to
be located at or near the Site before making a final remediation plan.

1A barrel equals approximately 42 U.S. gallons.

We thank you for the opportunity to provide these preliminary comments. Please
feel free to contact me should you need additional information about Williams' Crescent
Junction Terminal or the overall pipeline project.

WC 121
| am an accounts manager for ECDC in the Utah region. Asthe DOE conducts its research for
the environmental impact statement, | am available to assist with what information you need
relative to the ECDC alternative of the tailings relocation. | am located in the Salt Lake City
area and will be glad to help where possible. Please contact me at your discretion. Thank you.

WC 122
| am writing this email in regards to the clean
up contract to remove the Moab tailings pile. | had a contractor out of Texas contact me about
possible work on this job. He told me had the contract in hand but that no details would be
released until the DOE had decided how to proceed with the cleanup. | have a hard time
believing this gentlemen because | can find no public record on a contract signing. Just
wondering if a cleanup contract has been signed with the DOE. Thank you for any information
you can provide.



WC 123

As a resident of Eastern Utah and heir of private property, | am very concerned with the Department
of Energy's announcement that it is considering the E.C. D.C. land fill as a dumping ground for radio
active waste. The private property of concern has E.C.D.C. bordering the property lines on the North,
East, and West sides. My grandfather, my dad and my dad's brothers were farming and operating a
dairy on this ranch starting in 1927, and there has been a lot of hard work go into the development of
this property. My family moved to the ranch in 1942. | am the oldest of 4 children Mom and Dad, had
2 boys and 2 girls. My sisters were born while we were all living there, and we were all raised on this
ranch. Mom and Dad moved into Price | believe in 1998. Dad was starting to require a lot of attention
that Mom or the rest of the family were unable to provide for him on the ranch. We operate a
cow/calf operation on this property as well as raising alfalfa. and growing pastures to support the
operation. This property has been a farm and livestock operation for well over 100 years. Any
radioactive waste contamination of this property would be devastating to this life style, as well as
putting us out of business and there would never be any future food production ventures on this
property: Any restricting of the aquifers that supply water to the springs or contamination of the
fragile limited water supply, springs and ponds alone would be devastating, there is not enough water
to dilute the radio active contamination unlike the Colorado river, where there is probably very little
contamination of the river from the Atlas Minerals Mill tailings if any. If there is any radio active
contamination of the Colorado river from the Atlas Mill tailings I would like to see the evidence, and
the evidence made public: [to the citizens of Eastern Utah] This project's estimated cost is reported to
be 350 to 450 million dollars. I think this disregard for tax payers money is irresponsible, Past
Presidents and President Bush has been requesting a reduction of this type of spending, A quote from
President Bush ,"Its not the governments money™ and | believe the Department of Energy should not:
be allowed to ignore the President of the United States of America. It is no wonder the citizens of the
United States have lost confidence in some our government agencies that are supposed to protect
them from these types of activities. It seems to me that some government agencies are more interested
in increasing the size of their bureaucracies and budgets than doing their job. In my opinion the
Colorado River is in more danger of radioactive contamination from transporting the waste material,
than it would be if left where it is, with no more action being taken than the precautions that have
already been taken.

If my memory serves me correctly Moab flaunted itself as being the uranium capital of the world.
Moab and the uranium industry should be required to deal with the problem, they created it. But
apparently through political and special interest group pressuring, the Department of Energy has
agreed to deal with the problem, if it must I think it would save the tax payers a lot of money to
construct a cell with the proper liners designed for that purpose and are similar to the E.C.D.C. super
cells. E.C.D.C. or one of the construction companies in this area could accomplish this project on the
old Atlas Mill tailings on site and at the same time save the United States tax payers a lot money, and
turn this night mare into a more reasonable project that the residents of Eastern Utah may feel like
supporting, and use the money that some people are so anxious to spend on improving the highways
in Eastern Utah or some other worth while project that will have a long term positive effect on the
economy and contribute something positive to the communities. The mill tailings would still be
available if ever needed for reprocessing.

WC 124

I am pleased and pleasantly surprised with the opportunity to express my views concerning the issues
surrounding the proposed relocation of radioactive waste to some area landfills. Following are some
of the issues that were portrayed in the Sun. advocate:



The health issue: | believe the Department of Energy or the Atomic Energy Commission knows
how many uranium miner deaths from cancer have been attributed to radiation exposure in the
uranium mines from the very area they are proposing to transport the waste from. I believe in all
courtesy the number of uranium miner deaths should be made available to the residents of Eastern
Utah by the Department of Energy or whoever it is promoting this project.

The safety issue: Highway six has a reputation for being one of the ten most dangerous highways in
the United States and the Utah Division of Transportation can and should furnish this information.

Future land use issue: | can't imagine how there can ever be any future use of this land after it has
been used as a dump site, especially a radio active dump site.

Climate change issue: We don't need to experience a major climate change, we can already see the
effects of minor climate change on nearly a daily basis. | am referring to windy dusty conditions
and blowing trash.

Mitigation issue: Other than monetary or trying to reclaim effected areas, if the water and or the rest
of environment is contaminated with unacceptable levels of toxins and contagious diseases, | think
the residents of the affected areas will be notified by some government agency, that they will be
required to move out of the area for their own health and safety, and they will be forced to do so.

| suggest eliminating the need to address the unhealthy, dusty, potentially dangerous conditions and leave the
radio active waste where it is already stored, eliminating cleanup-crew exposure to the radiation. Also, the
Colorado River is close by with ample water to keep the radio active pile of waste wet down helping to prevent
wind blown radio active dust, something that E.C.D.C. isunableto do.

What kind of legacy are we leaving for future generations? Our environmental protection agencies
should be ashamed of their disappointing performance of not enforcing the existing laws governing
land fills. Everyone should get a copy of the federal register 40 CFR and study these laws, copies of
the federal register are readily available.Utah State laws are a copy of the federal laws.

Based on the meetings | have attended with the Utah Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, and
their have been several, | don't believe they are nearly as concerned about the environmental issues
surrounding E.C. D.C. as they are the monetary revenue they receive from managing the E.C. D.C.
land fill permits and permit modifications.

I do not believe all of the residents of Eastern Utah are aware of the monetary value of E.C. D.C. to
the Utah Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste. This is an example of the fox guarding the hen
house. And by the way, the Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste has changed its name to the Utah
Department of Environmental Quality, per the Sun Advocate. This sounds a lot cleaner but | am
afraid their policies will remain the same.

Your future could depend on what permits are approved. | strongly recommend that the residents of
East Carbon and Eastern Utah voice your objections to this Department of Energy proposal and
also solicit the help of a professional environmental protection group that does not have any
government agencies to depend on. I am not implying that all public servants don't do their job,
there are some very good ones who prevent things from becoming a lot worse, thank goodness.

I don't like being an alarmist, but in closing, | can remember like it was moment ago in mid 1989,
when the E.C. D.C. land fill was proposed and portrayed as a land fill that would receive nothing but
ash from incinerated non hazardous waste. The cells would be lined to prevent leakage and once
covered back over with topsoil and reseeded, we were assured that the reclaimed cell would be barely



noticeable. Seems like that proposal has been expanded upon a bit, something we should think about
before any more doors are opened to receive more environmentally unfriendly waste from either
within the United States or countries outside of the United States.

Thank you for listening to me and allowing me to express my opinions and suggestions. | hope they
are taken seriously.

WC 125
Please accept this letter and all attachments as documentation for my response to the DOE's
request for public input regarding the Moab Project Environmental Impact Statement (ELS).

My position is clear. Don't move it to Carbon County. | believe it should be left in place and
remedial action taken to keep river pollution at a minimum. If the do-nothing approach doesn't
work, then cap it in place. There are too many risk and economic factors to ever consider moving
it. | spoke at the city council meeting in East Carbon City last night. There was a poll taken of
the city council members and all of them were opposed to rel ocating the tailings to Carbon
County except one, the mayor. The mayor indicated he needed to do more research to get the
facts before he could form an opinion. At that meeting | asked the city to be sure any city
decision and response to the DOE exclude any council member who ma)y be associated with
ECDC so asto prevent any hint of conflict of interest. The assured us they would. The mayor is
an employee of ECDC as is one other member of the council. Typical city council meetings have
less the 10 residents in attendance. Last night there were over 75 people there. A show of hands
of those opposed to the tailings coming to East Carbon numbered 75, they don't want it! We
didn't take a poll of those who might favor it out of concerns for his safety. Ten years ago
residents were told that only norn hazardous waste would ever be accepted at the landfill. The
former mayor of East Carbon, who was mayor at the time of the original approval of the site
confirmed that agreements were made (including land sales and creation of city ordinances)
based on the promise that no hazardous, toxic or radioactive waste would ever be accepted on or
near the site. He was opposed to hazardous waste then and he still is. In light the scope of this
project, the overwhelming objection to it from residents and city and county officials, and
considering legal agreements and contracts were signed predicated on the promises of no
hazardous waste or radioactive waste ever coming here, and considering the potential delays
resulting from litigation the project might encounter, and considering the risks and costs involved
| believeit isin the best interest of the residents of Southeastern Utah, and al taxpayers, that
Carbon County be immediately eliminated as a potential site. It would save alot of unnecessary
time, work and expense to come to the conclusion, as we have, that this isn't the best home for
Moab's waste.

Attached are documents and photographs in support of my position.

1. Current and past media comments regarding the ECDC site, and the DOE plan
2. Information related to permits and agreements

3. Vehicle accident and radiation exposure information

4. Utah earthquake data



5. Information and photos of the Big Spring Ranch (An 800 acre cattle ranch in business for over
a hundred years, and owned and opOrated by my family. We are the landfills closest downwind,
downstream neighbor. We don't want toxic dust on our fields, bad water, unusable bay and
cowswe can't sell.



Transcribed June 18, 1990 (edited June 13, 1990)(edited again)
Work Requisition for MPB/pw

EAST CARBON DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
Public Hearing
Salt Lake City, Utah
May 18, 1990

Ladies and Gentlemen, we call this hearing to order. This is a hearing to receive
comments on the East Carbon Development Corporation Solid Waste and Groundwater
Discharge Permits. This meeting is being held under authority of Section 2614, one
through five of the Utah code annotated 1953 as amended.

My name is Mary Pat Buckman. | represent the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste
Committee and have been appointed by the executive secretary of that committee as the
hearing officer. Also, present at this hearing is Larry Mize, representing the Bureau of
Water Pollution Control. The Bureau of Water Pollution Control has issued a ground water
discharge permit. Larry will d'scuss the authority under which this permit is issued after |
have completed reading the hearing statement. This hearing will accept comments on
both draft permits. Notice of this hearing was published in the April 19, 1990 Sun
Advocate and the April 19 Salt Lake Tribune and Deseret News. In addition, copies of the
draft permit have been made available for examination at the offices of the Bureau of
Solid and Hazardous Waste and the Bureau of Water Pollution Control, Salt Lake City,
Utah, and the office of the Southeast Utah District Health Department in Price.
Opportunity will be provided to any person desiring to participate in this hearing. Written
statements dealing with the Solid Waste Permit will be received until 5:00 p.m, May 21,
1990. If anyone desires to make an oral statement, please sign the form and we'll have
you make a statement. These proceedings are being recorded and the transcript of these
proceedings will be available for public inspection at the Bureau of Solid and Hazardous
Waste, 4th



Mary P «Buckman, "Thank you. Greg Wakefield, East Carbon."

Greg Wakefield, (oral statement #8), "G eg Wakefield. |I'm from Sunnyside which is a
suburb of East Carbon (laughter) I've lived in Sunnyside for twenty five years and during
that time we have seen the ups and the downs of the coal narket and the econony in Carbon
County. And, as principal of East Carbon Hi gh School for twenty years, it was even nore
noti ceabl e when we woul d have seniors that would be ready for the marketplace and they could
go right out of the high school into the mnes and they had a good open door where they
could get into the enploynent. Well, this has gone a few years down the road and now nearly
all the seniors that as they cone out, they have to go soneplace else to find enploynent.
And, so as a school facility there, sonething like this would help to stabilize the marketin
the area, and we are very much in favor of this program Also, |'ve known Nick and Steve and
Harold for a long time. | think the whole bottomline is the integrity of the individuals
behind this facility. There is nn doubt in my mnd that these gentlenen are going to be very
much concerned of Carbon County and East Carbon. They have over and over voiced their
concern for the people of East Carbon Area as well as Carbon County, and | think they are
truly concerned about not only this being an exanple of a future facility but they are very
concerned with the peopia in Carbon County. And | think it's time that Anerica deal with
this disposal problem that we've all got and with a facility like this, it would be a
pl easure to be part and associated with something that could get everybody else in the
United States started in having potential solutions to the bad problem that we've all got.
And we encourage you whol eheartedly. Besides, we have a few vacant hones up there that

peopl e could nove into." (laughter).
Mary Pat Buckman, "Ji m Robertson, Carbon County Sheriff."
Jim Robertson, (oral statement #9), "I'm Jim Robertson, the Carbon County Sheriff.

And | ast year | was the mayor of East Carbon City, and as mayor, it is



the respons i bi | i ty to ki nd of keep your eyes open for c Bevel
thi n
your own town. And this was done. So fromday one |'ve had an interest in this
project that the East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation. And from day one, we were
interested in what we did not want, such as hazardous waste and such as nucl ear
waste and things of that kind. Those things were addressed and environnental

opment w

concerns were addressed. Everything fromthe watershed to the natural habitat
of the black footed ferret. Al of these things were | ooked into, they were four
public hearings in the area of East Carbon. There was a fifth one Mnday of

this week, and we feel that based on the econom c conditions now in Carbon
County, as was said earlier. We need sone nore econom c devel opnent in there
that is diversified fromthe coal industry. W need this also. It has been said
enough what we have to do with our trash, what we have to do with our garbage,

and we are very supportive of this project. Thank you for your time."

Mary Pat Buckman, "Thank you. John Anderson from Radio Station KOAI."

John Anderson, (oral statement X10), "I'm here to say that we are strongly in favor of
this. One of the things that a Radio Station in a small comunity is, is a channel for public
concerns. As a matter of fact, we are required by the Federal Conmmunications Commission to
research any potential community problenms and to talk about them an the air. Now, we've been
working with the principals in this since its inception, and we have been informed of every step
of this on the way. The process has been explained to us, it has been expl ained over the radio,
and | think that the public in Carbon County has had a probably nore input to a project Ilike
this than anything that has ever been done. |'ve never seen any project be so open and up front
about what it is doing and meking sure that the public knows about this. | can say that the
whole tine that we've had this project exposed that we've received not one environnmental concern
call of any tine in the entire project and | know that our public has had a chance to



EAST CARBON
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

April 5, 1990

M. Larry Mze, P.E
Chi ef, Ground Water Section
Utah Bureau of Water Quality
Salt Lake City, Uah

Re: East Carbon Devel opnent
Proposed Waste Streans &
Ground Water Monitoring Paraneters

Dear Larry:

It cane as a surprise to me in our neeting
yesterday that the confusion existed on the waste
stream proposed to be accepted by ECDC. The ECDC
facility has always been proposed as a nmunicipa
[andfill which would accept both incinerated and
non-i nci nerated wastes which are non-hazardous.

This nust have been understood two nonths ago as
Comment No. 6 of the February 9th letter from the
Bureau of Water Quality requested that ECDC present
| eachate characteristics for nunicipal wastes streans
and ash from nuni ci pal incinerators.

In response to this request, we submtted data
from EPA studies on typical |eachate paranmeters for
regular waste from nunicipal landfills, ash from
muni ci pal incinerators, and com ngled ash and waste.

As | nentioned yesterday, one of ECDC s main
mar ket i ng ar eas wi || be muni ci pal i nci nerator
resi dual s. Thi s i ncl udes bot h ash and bypass
materials. ECDC will also be receiving non-- dJa:L:ous

wastes as allowed under current and proposed Solid
Wast e regul ati ons.



In our original submttal, we submtted typical
| eachate paraneters for co-mngled ash and waste. Item
9g of the Bureau's February 9th letter indicated that
it may not be necessary to analyze for all of the
paranmeters in Table 1 the "Utah State G ound Wter
Protection Regul ati ons". The Table A indicator
paraneters were proposed based on the presented EPA
data and the February 9th response by the Bureau.



Utah Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste

Solid Waste Plan Approval (Hereafter Called Permit)

Permittee Name East Carbon Development Corporation
Permittee
Address 1480 East Maple Hills Drive
Bountiful, Utah 84010
Location Sections 7,8,9,10,16,17 and 18, Township 15

South, Range 13 East, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian, Carbon County, Utah.
Permit # 90-2

The Permit to operate will be subject to the following conditions:

1. East Carbon Development Corporation (ECDC) shall operate the solid waste landfill in
accordance with all requirements of 8450-301 Utah Administrative Code (UAC). Any permit
noncompliance constitutes a violation d 8450-301 UAC and is grounds for enforcement
action.

2. In the event of noncompliance with the permit, the Permittee s:::: te all reasonable steps to
minimize releases to 'he environment, and shall carry out such measures as are necessary to
prevent significant acverse impacts on human health or the environment.

3. All operational procedures as outlined in the application submitted August 30,1989 and the
Notice of Deficiency responses received December 13, 1989, Februarv 20, 7990 and April 4,
1990 will be followed. The landfill will be subject to periodic inspection jy the State and/or
the Southeast Utah "Listrict Health Department.

4. The Permittee shall alow the Executive Secretary of the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste
Committee, or an authorized representative including representatives of the Southeast Utah
District Health Department, upon presentation of credentials required i-°~: enter during
operating hours under the conditions of this permit, and/or inspect at any reasonable time any
facilities, equipment, practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit.

5. No hazardous waste as defined by 8450-1 and 8450-2 shall be accepted for disposal
at the landfill.

6. Intentional burning of solid waste is prohibited and all accidental fires shall be
suppressed as soon as pu

7. This permit is subject to revocation if conditions of this permit are not being met.



Tl'iivo'perator sha.ll ,e noted in writing prior to any proposed revocation action and such
action will be subject to all applicable hearing procedures established under the Utah Solid and
Hazardous Waste Act.

8. Closure of the cells shall be conducted in compliance with all applicable rules and
regulations for solid waste disposal facilities in accordance with the application submitted
August 30, 1989 and the Notice of Deficiency responses December 13, 1989, February 20,
1990, and April 4, 1990. ECDC shall conform with any new federal or state regulations or
requirements which are promulgated prior to closure of any cell. The state retains the right to
modify or add new closure requirements as well as require approval of plans prior to closure
of cell 7.

0. A groundwater monitoring system shall be installed under the Bureau of Water
Pollution Control Groundwater Discharge Rules 8448-6-6.3.

10. The permit must be renewed five years from the effective date which will be the date the
permit is signed by the Executive Secretary of the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste
Committee. Application for renewal shall be made at least six months prior to expiration of
the permit.

11. Non-hazardous solid waste, municipal solid waste including residues from municipal
solid waste incinerators which do not fail E P Toxicity tests and waste from resource
recovery facilities may be accepted for disposal. Special wastes shall be limited to those
described in the application. Special wastes shal be managed in acccrda nce -o¢1 the
application received August 30, 1989 and the Notice of Deficiency responses :cceived
December 13, 1989, February 20, 1990, ard April 4, 1990.

12. ECDC shall provide financia assurance mechanisms to ensure that the cells are properly
closed and monitored during post-closure. ECDC shall submit closure and postclosure cost
estimates to the Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste ninet,,i days 7$ior to operation of a
cell. ECDC sh;.x1 su;Rv-.it a financial assurance mechanism for closure and post closure costs
to the E,Xecat:ivc :,:.;retary for approval prior to commencing operation of a cell.

13. East Carbon Development Corporation shall fingerprint test at least ." !' °7-.°,r*ent of all
ash from sources other than enprey recovery facilities to verify rhat it does not tail the criteria
for EP Toxicity asite::..L.w_in 40 CFR 261.24 and inorganic halogen. If EPA determines that
a given ash is classified as a hazardous waste, this permit condition may be modified to
comply with EPA and state requirements. The waste stream testing by all generators of
industrial wastestreams discussed in the February submittal "Response to NOD#2" on pages 2
and 3 must be updated yearly.

14. East Carbon Development Corporation shall keep records of the type and amount of
wastes accepted at the facility -: disposal, as well as records of certifications for a period of
five years from the date of receipt of waste.



anticipated that the site will serve the Wasatch Front area
of Utah together with other metropolitan areas in the
nation. It is anticipated that both raw and runi ci pal
incinerator ash will be disposed of at the facility. These
two types of waste will be separated.

2) Total area of the Proposed Site.

The area of the proposed site is approxi mately 2,000 acres.
Each cell will be either 750 ft. by 1200 ft. or 1200 ft. by 1200
ft. at the top inside edge of the cell and will average

approximately 60 ft.,,;in depth. Each cell wll have 2 or 3 sub

cel I s.

3) Speci al Provisions for Handling Special and,/or Hazardous
Wast e.

No hazardous wastes or special wastes, except for water
treatnent pl an~and di gested wastewater treatment plant sludge
will be accepted or disposed. Water treatnent plant and

di gest ed wast ewater treatnent plant sludges containingno free

moi sture will be placed onthe working surface of the waste in
the cell and then covered with other solid wastes in the cell.
4) Anticipated Type Quantity,. and Source of Solid Waste to be

Deposited in the Site.

The facility will manage industrial wastes which are non
hazardous and nunici pal sanitary wastes. It is estinmated that
bet ween 200,000tons and 1 million tons of waste will be nmanaged

annually atthe facility.
5) Site Geol ogy and G oundwat er El evations.



mu- n-i ci pal waste managenent needs of southeastern Utah
and potentially the W satch Front area of Uah. The
municipalities of the Wsatch Front are currently
struggling with options as the existing landfills are
becoming filled. The East Carbon facility will offer these and other
nmuni ci palities an existing viable option for managi ng such wastestreans.
The excellent transportation system of the Denver and R o Grande (D&R)

Railroad and its interconnecting railroads will allow the facility to
serve the domestic areas connected by the D&R rail system ~ facility
will not accept wastestreanms from foreign sources. The conpetitive
freight rates of the D&R will provide the facility access to the vari ous

markets served by said rail system

Initially, it is anticipated that the facility will accept 500.000 cubic

yards of naterial per year. The quantity of nmaterial wll probably
i ncrease dependent on freight rates and other nmarket conditions. It is
anticipated that the facility will accept the follow ng categories of

wast estreans, munici pal waste (40-80 percent), nmunicipal incinerator ash
(20-80) percent, mning waste (20-60 percent), and other non-hazardous

waste (0-40 percent).

The characteristics of the wastestream will fluctuate depending on the
source of the waste. Typically, it is anticipated that the municipal
wastes will have the conponents detailed in Table 6. 1.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
DIVISION OF ENVIRONME\T.U HEALTH

Norman H. Bangerter
t ~wernor
Suzanne Dandoy: JLD_ "LPIL Eureau or Solid & Hazaraous v)aste
:Xecun,e ihrwtor 238 North 1.160 West. P O. Box ' 66690
Kenneth L Ilkema Salt Lake City. Utah 8:1116-0590
ihrector 3011538-61 70

March 22, 1991

R. Steve Creamer,
President East Carbon
Development
Corporation 1878 Ridge
Drive Bountiful, Utah
84010

RE: Modification Of
Solid Waste



Permit No. 90-2

Dear Mr. Creamer:

Y our response to comment 6 of NOD #1 states in part "The facility will not accept
wastestreams

from foreign sources." As all comments and responses to NOD's are part of your
perrauz this

would prevent the East Carbon Landfill taking wastes from Canada.

A permit modification will be required in order to allow you to take Canadian
wastes. This modification is a major one and will require a public notice in a general
circulation paper in the East Carbon area and a thirty day comment period.

The first paragraph of "Response To Comment 6" of NOD #1 would be modified to

read as follows:
The proposed facility will provide secure waste management for various
areas. East Carbon city will utilize the facility for all of its municipal waste.
It is anticipated that with the closure of the Carbon County landfill which has
created safety conceri:s at ;he adjacent Carbon County Airport, Carbon
County may also use the facility. It is anticipated that the facility will also
serve the municipal waste management needs of southeastern Utah and
potentially the Wasatch Front area of Utah. The municipalities of the
Wasatch Front are currently struggling with options as the existing landfills
are becoming filled. The East Carbon facility will offer these and other
municipalities an existing viable option for managing such wastestreams. The
excellent transportation system of the Denver and Rio iii-~de (D&R)i
Railroad and its interconnecting railroads will allow the facility to serve the
domestic areas connected by the D&R rail system. The facility will accept
wastestreams from the United States and Canada. The competitive freight
rates of the D&R will provide the facility access to the various markets
servers by said rail system.




Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste Response to Comments Received from Wayne
Martinson of the Utah Environment Center on the East Carbon Development Corporation Solid
Waste Landfill Application.

1 NO response necessary.

2. No response necessary.

No response necessary.

4. The Bureau is requiring at this time that al ash which does not originate from a resource
recovery facility be tested for E P Toxicity. At this time this is the current EPA policy as well as
the court decision on this issue in New York. We have also stipulated that if EPA policy changes
we may require testing on all incoming ash. Any ash from non resource recovery sources that fails
E P Toxicity tests must be managed as hazardous waste and sent to a hazardous waste facility for
disposal.

5. In response to your last question items (13) and (36) will be enforced by requiring submittal of
all test results to this office. Items (38) and (5) will be enforced through inspections. At this time
the staff at the Bureau does not conduct routine inspections on solid waste facilities due to alack of
personnell to accomplish this. We anticipate that as the program grows and money is generated
from fees we will hire inspectors that will routinely inspect these facilities. The District Engineer
in Price as well as Southeast . Ttah District Health Department inspectors will be inspecting this
facility during the construction phase and during the operation of he facility. We anticipate that a
minimum of once a month this facility will be inspected. Also, our current practice is to request
hazardous waste enforcement/compliance staff in the cour se of their regular inspection schedule
to stop at certain facilities if it is on their route. The Bureau plans on making at least one inspection
during construction of the liner. In addition, the Bureau of Water Polhati=gin Control will be
enforcing their groundwater discharge permit, they have people available for inspection of this
facility.

Thank-you for your comments. If you have any questions please contact Mary Pat Buckman of
my staff.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH I

Norman H. Bangerter
G~rnor
Suzanne Dandoy. M.D., M.P.H. A Bureau of Solid & Hazardous Waste
Executive Director t 288 North 1460 West. P.O. Box 16690
Kenneth L Alkema . Salt Lake City, Utah 84116-0690
Dtrector (801) 538-6170



May 8, 1991
Addressee
Company
Strew .Address
P.O. Box
City;- ST

Dear .

SUBJECT: Response To Comments On East Carbon Development Corporation
Permit Modification

Thank you for your concern for the environment of Utah and for participating in the public
review process.

East Carbon Development Corporation was given a solid waste permit in May of 1990. -f hat
permit limited the kind of wastes that the landfill can take for disposal. The permit allows the
landfill to take these wastes from all over the United States.

Wastes that are currently allowed to be disposed of at East Carbon Development's facility
include: municipal solid waste, municipal waste incinerator ash, mining wastes and other non-
hazardous industrial wastes.

The proposed modification to the solid waste permit held by East Carbon Development
Corporation is to increase the area from which the facility can take waste. The modification does
not change the type of waste that can be disposed of at the facility. This is a very important
difference. The type of waste received will be the same whether the modification is made or not.

Another important point to consider is the design of the facility. The East Carbon facility is
required by the permit to have liners (plastic and packed clay), leachate collection (a system to
collect any liquid that may get through the upper liner) and groundwater monitoring (wells
around the area used to tell if any liquids are contaminating groundwater). This design is more
protective of the environment than any municipal waste disposal facility currently operating in
the State.



The acricultural uses in the area are minly dry land (non-
irrigated) grazing of livestock. An area north of the site (less than 40
acres) shown on Drawing B and approximately 80 acres of the Big Springs
Ranch South of the project, is currently irrigated from Gassy Trail
Creek and the "Big Spring".

The existing well North of the site is used as a culinary well by a
single famly The "Big Spring" is used as a culinary source

by one famly. ECDC will extend culinary pipe lines fromthe East Carbon

City culinary water systemto supply water to these two hones.

6. The facility does not intend to discharge any |eachate to the ground water. The
quantity of |eachate.to nanaged will be mninmal. The water balance for the East
Carbon Facility is negative. Sunnyside, Uah is approximately two mles fromthe
facility. The average annual rainfall for Sunnyside between 1951 and 1980 was
11.98 inches. The average annual pan evaporation for the sanme |ocation and period
was 46.63 inches. Consequently it is anticipated that the quantity of |eachate to

be managed will be mninal.
Tables 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 provide typical contam nant concentrations
for conventional, inorganic, and organic paraneters in |eachates from

muni ci pal codi sposal sites. Codisposal sites dispose of both nunicipal
waste and ash from rmunicipal waste incinerators. The typical data was
presented in a report titled "Characterization of Minicipal Waste
Conmbustor Ashes and Leachates from Minicipal Solid Wste Landfill,
Monofills, and Codi sposal



6. Such other data as may be required b/ the Gty in
order to determ ne the inmpact of 'the proposed
project and facilitate the establishnment o
appropriate conditions.

C Appeal s Pernmitted
Any person aggrieved by a determ nation of the

desi gnat ed
revi ew agency may request a hearing before the City
Counci | who shall have the authority to reverse, affirm
or nodify any deci sion of said agency. Provided, any
such appeal shall be filed within ten (10) days of the
deterni nation of the designated review agency.

D. | ssuance of a Pernit

A building pernit shall not be issued for any building
or structure or external alterations thereto until the
provi sions of this section have been conmplied with. Any
construction not in conformance with an approved site
pl an shall be considered a violation of this Code. Any
buil ding permt issued shall ensure that devel opnent is
undertaken and conpleted in confornmty with the plans
as approved.

Section 3. Section 2-3-1-H of the Devel opnent Code of East
Carbon, Uah, entitled List of Definitions is hereby anended by
addi ng new definitions thereto, to read as foll ows:

1. Solid Waste - Any garbage, refuse, or other discarded
material, it:cli::-ing solid, liquid, sem-solid, or
cont ai ned gaseous material resulting fromindustrial
conmerci al or agricultural operations and from
community activities. The termshall include nunicipa
solids and waste as defined In Section 3001(b)(3)(A) of
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, ash
resi dues fromthe conbustion of coal and fossil fuel
and ::, . :~t kiln waste, and Special Wastes as
defined by the rules and re,: :.:wu.onJ ;~. _ -nul gated
by the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste Committee
(autonobi |l e bodies, furniture, appliances, tires, water
and sewer treatment sludge), but shall not include
infecti ous or hazardous waste as defined by the rules
and regul ation of said Committee.

2. Solid Waste Di sposal - The handling, storage,
processi ng and di sposal sc_id wastes by |andfiling,
resource recovery or equival ent nethod.

3. Solid Waste Disposal Facility - Afacility or part of a
facility at which solid waste is received fromoff-site
sources and placed into or on land, and at which the
waste will remain 7fter closure of the facility,

i ncl udi ng




all contiguous |and, and structures, other
appurtenances,
and i nprovenments on the |and used, for treating,
storing,
recovery, or disposing, of solid wastes. A facility
may consi st of several treatnent, storage, recovery or
di sposal operational units (e.g. landfills,
i nci nerators,



BY JUDY FAHYS
THE SALT LAKE TRIBUNE

A load of radioactive waste from a Texas Superfund cleanup site arrived safely at a Tooele County landfill Tuesday after the truck
carrying it tipped over in Spanish Fork Canyon Monday night. About a cubic foot of the mildly radioactive material spilled from its
Dumpster-style metal container when a latch broke as the container was shifted upright after the accident. The material was
scooped up and the shipment sent on its way to the Envirocare of Utah radioactive-waste landfill in Clive, about 50 miles west of
Salt Lake City. "There was no significant amount of contamination,” said Lt. Mitch Ingersoll of the Utah Highway Patrol. A UHP
hazardous materials specialist using a radiation meter found no radioactive release while screening the scene of the accident
Monday., along the "Red Narrows" section of state Route 6 about 14 miles from Spanish Fork. Ingersoll blamed fallen rocks in the
road for causing the truck to swerve and tip. UHP stopped traffic through the canyon intermittently while the truck was towed
from the roadside and the cargo was placed on a replacement flatbed. The waste is one of 10 shipments the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency is sending to Envirocare from an abandoned Texas facility that once made radiological tools for the chemical
industry and for medical testing, said Greg Fife, who oversees cleanup for EPA at that site. Composed mainly of wallboard,
two-by-fours and flooring, the waste is tainted with radioactive cesium and americium. Bill Sinclair, director of the Utah Division
of Radiation Control, said the accident scene was tested and found uncontaminated after the containers were hauled away.
Envirocare spokeswoman Bette Ariel said the fact that the accident itself resulted in no spill shows the safety of low -level waste
shipping. But critics questioned the wisdom oft::; -rate giving Enviirocare permission to accept "hotter" radioactive waste.
Envirocare's application to dispose ri ;..,ire into”sely radioactive waste has been snarled in an appeal for the past year and ultimately
would need approval from the governor and the state Legislature. "Hotter radioactive wastes are going to be coming to Utah a lot
more frequently unless we put a stop to it,” said Chip Ward of Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah. "These wages are a lot
more dangerous and are not going to be as easy to clean up. Plus. it puts our emergency reL°-,- ~.~i-in harm's way unnecessarily."
"Transporting nuclear w-;ste is like nlaving a «?cae of Russian roulette," Ward said.

And usaCCiulclIL stoik's Lisi. w ;I e s {ain,-,, the more likely the

-, hammer will come down on a

loaded chamber. "



Environmemal Restoration Disposal Facility Haul Truck Accident ra~C u-

Project Type: Facility Disposition, General Maintenance/Operations, Soil Remediation, Ground Water Remediation,
Surface Water Remediation, Waste Treatment, Waste Disposal, Waste Packaging, Stewardship Date: September 5, 2002
Document Type: Lessons Learned Functional Area: Emergency Management/Response, Transportation Operations
Office: Richland

Lesson Learned Statement

Adhering to traffic safety rules is of the utmost importance when operating large trucks. Fully loaded Environmental
Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) transport trucks have considerable mass and the drivers must operate them in a
manner that offers a large margin of safety. It is imperative that truck drivers comply with all traffic laws, particularly speed
limits, as well as fully understand the dynamics of these trucks and how they will respond to normal traffic maneuvers.
Administrative controls, operations procedures, and mechanical devices can help improve overall safety, but the skill and
attention of the driver is the most important element in preventing accidents.

Discussion of Activities

A teamster was driving a loaded subcontractor tractor and trailer, with an attached container filled with low level radiological
debris, from the Hanford site 105-D Reactor to the ERDF on July 22, 2002. At approximately 7:00 P.M., as the driver was
heading south on Route 4N, an attempt to turn right: and merge into the westbound lane of Route 1 1A was made.
Eyewitnesses observed that the truck failed to reduce speed as it rounded the corner to make: »- tum. According to one
witness, the trailer started to skid during the turn and then tipped over, while the tractor initially remained upright through
the turn and was then pulled over by the trailer as both the tractor and trailer came to rest. Just before the tractor and trailer
came to rest, the material in the trailer's attached container spilled onto the roadway and the shoulder of the road. The driver
sustained an injury to the left arm and was transported by a Hanford Fire Department ambulance to Kadlec Medical Center,
Richland Washington for further treatment. Cleanup and mitigation activities were initiated and continued until the 'ow level
radiological debris that had spilled was cleaned up. Postcleanup surveys of the accident scene found no remaining fixed or
removable radioactive material.

Analysis

The direct cause was excessive speed for the given conditions. The root cause was personnel error (failing to obey traffic
safety rules). The overall response to the accident and the subsequent mitigative actions by the Hanford community was very
good. Response to the initial vehicle accident/personal injury was seamless among the different site cowractor employees
who reeor >4-d. TWS ~ncludod firsr --iu care, emergency notifications, radiological control of tlic ~.,eut scene. The positive
teamm~m continued shrough o=tc the mitigation operation as well.

The Hanford Fire Department Incident Commander requested the mobile Incident Command Post be brought to the
event scene, which proved to be a good lessons learned. It allowed for additional cellular telephones, lights, copy and
FAX machines, a bathroom, and a cool place for the responders to sit and rest.

Recommended Actions

Resolution: The following items have been identified to prevent future haul truck accidents as well as to improve the
emergency response and mitigative actions related to hazardous material spills in general:

---Accident Prevention: 1. Review incident with all transport drivers at a Plan-of-the-Day meeting. Emphasize the
importance of adhering to all traffic safety rules and provide the opportunity :or :ui.crs to express their concerns or
comments.



2. Conduct a stand down for additional driver safety awareness. Emphasize the importance of maintaining a safe,
accident free work place. Reinforce the importance of perFonnel behavior in preventing accidents. Remind drivers to
stay focused on the task at hand by not allowing personal problems to interfere with work .



3. Present information on this incident to all contractors at site-wide safety meetings.

4. Arrange for the Benton County Sheriffs Office (BCSO) to visit the drivers to discuss traffic safety and advise them of the
increased presence of the BCSO on Hanford roads on day and wring shifts.

5. Establish an annual refresher training program for all transport &ivers.

6. Institute a "ride with the driver” program, in which managers periodically ride with teamsters to verify safe driving
practices and procedure compliance.

---Emergency Response: 1. For events requiring extended response and/or mitigation the Person-In-Charge should request
the mobile Incident Command Post be brought to the scene.

2. Personnel called to respond to an abnormal or emergency incident shall be dressed with appropriate shoes and

I, the duly appointed and acting recorder for the

East Carbon -, hereby certify that
[of0) iez of the foregoing Ordi nance No. 94-5
Sb 18 at three public places within the municipality this
19th day of September 919 94
which public places are: were

clothing, i.e., the same as required for normal work activities.

3. When response to abnormal and emergency incidents is necessanr, those responsible for logistics must ensure extra
cellular telephone batteries, food and water, radiological control supplies and equipment are planned for potential extended
periods of time.

4. A supply of disposable cameras should be available for individuals responding to an event scene for investigative
purposes.

---Mitigative Actions: An event scene should be kept secured and only personnel with response or mitigative actions should be
allowed within the controlled/exclusion area. Upon securing the event scene personnel should not be allowed in without the
approval of the Incident Commander or Person-In-Charge. Additionally, a method to account for persons coming in and
leaving should be implemented as soon as possible.

Contact Information

M. K. Wetzler
Phone: (509) 372-9562

Authorized Derivative Classifier: B. J. Hobbs




CERTI FI CATE OF PCGSTI NG ORDI NANCE

East Carbon City Hall200 Park PI. E. Carbon, UT 845.

1~_

2« East Carbon Post OfficeEast Carbon, UT 84520

3e East Carbon Senior Citizens _
East Carbon, UT 84520

4. Sunnyside City Hall -
Sunnyside, UT 84539

Dated this 19th day of - September ,1994

SEAL
~Cit~y recorder

JaylLene F. Marakis



ORDI NANCE NO. S

AN ORDI NANCE AUTHORI ZI NG EAST CARBON CI TY' S MAYOR TO ENTER | NTO
AN AMENDED AGREEMENT W TH ECDC ENVI RONMENTAL, L.C. RELATING TO (1)
QUARTERLY PAYMENT OF FEES TO THE CI TY DURI NG THE OPERATI ON OF THE EAST
CARBON LANDFI LL, (2) DI SPOSAL OF WASTE GENERATED FROM EAST CARBON CI TY AND
SUNNYSI DE CI TY AT THE LANDFI LL, AND (3) EAST CARBON CI TY'S CONSENT TO | MPORT
WASTE FROM OUTSI DE THE STATE OF UTAH AND OUTSI DE THE UNI TED STATES:

WHEREAS, ECDC Environnental, L.C. (hereinafter "ECDC') owns and
operates a non-hazardous solid waste landfill (hereinafter the "Landfill")
locatE!'d within the jurisdictional boundaries of East Carbon City, Utah
(hereinafter the "City"); and

WHEREAS, ECDC is the successor in interest to East Carbon
Devel opnment Corporation, which developed, permitted, and initially operated
the Landfill in cooperation with the City and Carbon County, Utah; and

WHEREAS, the City and East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation
entered into an agreenment dated August 8, 1989 (hereinafter the
"Agreenment"), relating to the devel opnent of the Landfill, the annual
paynment of certain fees by East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation to the City
during the operation of the Landfill, and the disposal of waste generated
fromthe City and from Sunnyside City, Utah, at the Landfill; and

WHEREAS, the City Council. of East Carbon City desires to amend the Agreement (1) to
substitute ECDC for East Carbon Development Corporation, (2) to provide for quarterly, as opposed to annual,
payment of fees by ECDC to the City, and (3) to clarify the fact, which was implicit in the Agreement, that the
City has given and continues to give consent to and authorization for the Landfill to receive non-hazardous waste
generated outsidet he State of Utah and outside the United States, without
limtation as to vol une;

NOW THEREFORE BE I T CRDAINED BY THE CI TY COUNCIL OF THE CI TY
OF EAST CARBON, UTAH:

Section 1. The City Counc~_1 declares: (a) that it is in the
best interests of the City for ECDC s fees to be paid to the Gty on a
quarterly basis, as opposed to an annual basis, for operation of the
Landfill; (b) that ECDC should be substituted as a party to the
Agreenent; and (c) that it is in the best interests of the Gty for the
Agreenent to be amended and clarified to state specifically that the
City consents to and authorizes the inportation to the Landfill of
muni ci pal solid waste and ot her non-hazardous waste from outside the
State of Utah and outside the United States.

Section 2. The Mayor of t'.:~e City is hereby authorized to
enter into that certain Anended Agreenment between East Carbon City, Utah
and ECDC Environnmental, L.C. , a copy of which is annexed hereto, which
Anended Agreenent shall supersede and entirely replace the Agreenent
dated August 9, 7?989.

Section 3. It is hereby declared that all parts of this
ordi nance are severable, and if any section, paragraph, clause or
provi sion of this ordinance shall, for any reason, be held invalid or
unenforceable, the invalidity or unenforceability of any such section,
par agraph, clause or provision shall not affect the remaining provisions
of this ordinance.

Section 4. The City Recorder is hereby directed to post
conmpl ete copies of this ordinance and the Amended Agreenent



annexed hereto at the City offices and at two other public places within
the Gty in satisfaction of the provisions of section 103-711, U ah Code
Ann. (1994 supp.). This ordi nance shall becone effective i mediately upon
passage and posti ng.

Paul C ark
Mayor

ATTEST AND COUNTERSI GNED:

Jayl ene Mar aki s
City Recorder




AVENDED AGREEMENT

This Anended Agreenment is nade and entered into as of
SAPT
this L~, =day of 1994 by and between East Carbon
City, a nunicipal corporation, having its address at P. O Box
70, 212 East Park Place, East Carbon City, Uah 84520
(hereinafter the "City"), and ECDC Environnental, L. C , a Uah
limted liability conpany, having its address at 125 South 500

East, Suite 675, Salt Lake City, Ut ah 84102 (hereinafter
" ECDC").

Recital s

A ECDC owns and operates a non-hazardous solid waste
landfill (hereinafter the "Landfill") located within the jurisdictional
boundaries of the Cty.

B. ECDC is the successor in interest to East Carbon
Devel opnent Corporation, which. devel oped, permitted and initially
operated the Landfill in cooperation with the Gty and Carbon County,
Ut ah.

C The City and East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation
i entered into that certain Agreenent, dated August 8, 1989 (hereinafter

the "Agreenent"), relating to the devel opnment of the Landfill, the annual
paynment of certain fees by East Carbon Devel opment Corporation to the City
during the operation of the Landfill, and the di sposal of waste generated
fromthe Cty and from Sunnyside City, Uah, at the Landfill. A copy of
the Agreement is annexed hereto as Exhibit A

D. It is the desire and intention of the parties to anmend

the Agreenent (1) to substitute ECDC for East Carbon



Devel opnent Corporation, (2) to provide for quarterly, as opposed to
annual , paynment of fees by ECDC to the City, and (c) to clarify the
fact, which was inplicit in the Agreenent, that the Cty gives its
aut hori zation for the Landfill to receive waste generated outside the
State of Utah and outside the United States, without linmtation as to

volune. It is the desire and intentionofthe parties that this Anended
Agreenent supersede and entirely replace the Agreenent.

NOW THEREFORE, i n consi deration of the nutua
prom ses, obligations, covenants, and agreenents set forth herein,
the City and ECDC agree as follows: Agreenent

1. Super sessi on of Previous Agreenent.

Thi s Amended Agreenent supersedes and repl aces the
Agreenent annexed hereto as Exhibit A 1f, however, this Anended
Agreenent or any ordi nance or resolution authorizing or approving this
Amended Agreenment is held unlawful and void, then the Agreenent annexed
hereto as Exhibit A shall again be deened to be in full force and effect
bet ween the parties. This Anended Agreenent supersedes and cancel s any
and all previous negoti ations, arrangenments, offers, agreenents or
under st andi ngs between the parties hereto with respect to the operation
of the Landfill. This Anended Agreenent expresses and contains the
entire agreement of the parties hereto, and there are no expressed or
inmplied representations, warranties or agreenents between them except as
cont ai ned herein.

027\61330.1



2. ECDC s Agreenent to Pay Quarterly Fees.

During the termof this Anended Agreenent as defined in
paragraph 3 hereof, ECDC agrees to pay to the City a quarterly fee for
the purposes of helping the City to offset the

i City's direct and indirect expenses associated with the Landfill and the
i npact thereof on the City, its citizens, and its infrastructure. The
quarterly fee shall be calculated and paid in accordance with the termns
of paragraph 4 hereof.

3. Term of Anmended Agreenent; Renewal .
Payment s nade pursuant to this Anmended Agreenent
shall continue so long as the Landfill remains in operation within the

jurisdictional boundaries of the City, up to thirtynine (39) years from
the date of East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation's first paynent to the
City, which shall be deened j to have been nade on the 1st day of

Cct ober, 1992. This period

[
shall be the termof this Arended Agreenent. The term nay be

extended for an additional twenty (20) year period of tine so |long as
the Landfill remains in operation within the jurisdictional boundaries
of the Gty and one of the parties

gives the other witten notice of its desire to extend the termof this
Anended Agreenment at |east one year prior to the date on which the term
woul d otherwi se end. If the termof this Armended Agreenent is so extended,
the quarterly fee to be paid by ECDC to the City shall be increased,

consi stent with paragraph 4(a) below, by fifty cents ($0.50) per ton of
wast e each ten-year period.

027\61330.1



4, Met hod and Conput ati on of Paynents.
(a) Wthin 15 days after the end of each cal endar quarter
during the termof this Anended Agreenent, ECDC shall pay to the Gty a
fee, conputed in accordance with this paragraph 4, for each ton of waste

received by the Landfill during the preceding quarter, exclusive of waste
received fromthe City and from Sunnyside City. For purposes of this |
par agraph, the parties agree that the Landfill shall be deened to have

begun operation on Cctober 1, 1992. The anmpbunt of each quarterly paynent
shall be conmputed as foll ows:

(i) During the first through tenth years of
the Landfill's operation: $0.50 per
ton.

(i) During the el eventh through twentieth
years of the Landfill's operation:

$1. 00 per ton.

(iii) During the twenty-first through
thirtieth years of the Landfill's
operation: $1.50 per ton.

(iv) During the thirty-first through
fortieth years of the Landfill's

operation: $2.00 per ton.
(b) Together with each quarterly paynent to the Gty,
ECDC shall provide the City with a verified statenent reflecting

t he nunmber of tons received at the Landfill during the period
for which paynment is nmade.

027\61330.1



5. Di sposal of Waste Fromthe City and Sunnyside

Gty.

(a) During the termof this Anended Agreenent, ECDC
agrees to provide, at no cost to the City or Sunnyside City, Uah (a
nmuni ci pal corporation in close proxinity to the City), a site for the
di sposal of rmunicipal solid waste generated by househol ds, governnent
of fices, and retail establishments within the Gty and within Sunnyside
Gty.

(b) ECDC further agrees to provide, at no cost to
the City or to Sunnyside City, the equi pment and | abor necessary to
di spose of the municipal solid waste generated by househol ds,
governnental offices, and retail establishments within the Cty and
Sunnyside City lawfully transported to the Landfill by conmerci al
carriers only.

(c) The Landfill shall not be open or otherw se
avail abl e for access by the general public. Instead, access to the
Landfill shall be restricted to ECDC, its enpl oyees, contractors and

custoners, and those persons or entities licensed by the Cty, and/or
Sunnyside Cty, and/or the State of Uah, if such state licensing is
ever applicable, to pick up and transport mnunicipal solid waste on a
commerci al basis.

(d) ECDC hereby reserves the right to reject for
di sposal at the Landfill any and all materials delivered to the Landfill
by the Gty or Sunnyside Gty which may be legally classified or
identified as materials or substances that are

027\61330.1



prohibited for disposal at the Landfill under state or federal 1 aw.

6. Excl usive Right to D spose of Minicipal Solid
Wast e.
Pursuant to the terns of Section 19-6-503(8), j Wah
Code Ann. (1994), of the Uah Solid Waste Managenment Act, the Cty
hereby agrees that during the termof this Armended Agreenment ECDC shal
have the sole and exclusive right to dispose of solid waste within -the
Gty's jurisdictiona

boundari es whet her such waste is generated within or w thout the I
City's jurisdictional houndaries, subject to ECDC s maintaining j such
state and federal approvals and pernits as may be required -by federal or
state law for the continued operation of the

Landfill.

7. Aut hori zation to Accept Waste From Qut of State

[

The City hereby specifically authorizes and gives its
consent for ECDC and its successors to accept at the Landfill, without
l[imtation, municipal solid waste and other non- hazardous solid waste
generated outside the State of Utah or outside the United States. Neither
the; City nor ECDC intends in this Amended Agreenment to establish or inpose
any limtation on the anbunt of such waste generated outside the State of
Utah or outside the United States as nmay be inported to and received by the
Landfill during the termof this Armended Agreenent.

027\61330.1
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8. M scel | aneous.

(a) ECDC agrees to pay such reasonabl e attorneys'
fees and costs of court as may be incurred by the City in the enforcenent of
the provisions of this Amended Agreenent.

(b) Thi s Anmended Agreenent, and any conditional use
permits issued by the Gty with respect to the Landfill, shall be
assi gnabl e only upon the consent of the Cty, and such consent shall not
unr easonably be withhel d.

(c) Thi s Arended Agreenment shall be bindi ng upon and
inure to the benefit of the parties, together with their heirs, successors,
adm ni strators, and assigns.

(d) Thi s Anended Agreenent nmay not be nodified,
anended or suppl enented except by a witing signed by both parties.

(e) Thi s Arended Agreenent shall be governed by, and
interpreted in accordance with, the laws of the State of Utah

(f) This Arended Agreenent is the authorized action

of each of the parties. This Anended Agreenent is duly executed in
conformty with the requirenents of all applicable law, and this Amended
Agreenent is enforceable in accordance with its terns.
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EXECUTED on this /z tday of 5-OF TAN; 399 1994, to be

effective as of that date.

ATTEST:

D

G 'y Recorder

ECDC ENVI RONMENTAL, L. C

By
R e Cr eaner
is Pvsident.

EAST CARBON CI TY

BY
CL. Paul Cark
Its Mayor



EXHIBIT "A"

ORIGINAL

AGREEMENT

THI' S AGREEMENT is nade and entered into as of this day

of 1989, by and between EAST CARBON CITY, a municipal corporation, having
an address at P.O Box 70, 212 East Park Place, East Carbon Cty, Utah
94520, hereinafter City, and EAST CARBON DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI ON, a U ah
corporation, having an address at 1480 East Maple Hills Drive, Bountiful,
Ut ah, 84010, hereinafter ECDC.

WHEREAS, ECDC is in the process of acquiring real property for the
proposed devel opnent of a solid waste managenent facility

near Cty, and

WHEREAS, ECDC is desirous of developing a solid waste nanagenent
facility on the real property it is seeking for acquisition, subject to (1)
such property or a portion of such property being annexed into the
corporate limts of the Cty and (2) subject to anmendnment of Cty's |and
devel opment code to allow construction and devel opnent and operation of
such a waste nmanagenent facility and (3) subject to obtaining the necessary
approvals and permts fromthe applicable Utah State and federal regulatory
agencies and fromdCity, by ECDC, and

WHEREAS, City is desirous of receiving from ECDC a yearly fee to
defray the additional expenses which the City anticipates it may incur as a
result of ECDC s devel opnment, construction and naintenance of its proposed

facility, and the general inpact thereof on the comunity and its citizens;
and

VWHEREAS, ECDC is willing to nake! a yearly! lcontribution and to



Agreenment - Page 2

provide certain other services to City to offset and mtigate such
expenses and inpact to Cty; and

WHEREAS, the Utah Solid Wiste Managenent Act, Section 26-32-1 et.
seq., Utah Code Annotated 1953, as anended, provides that the council of a
public entity may assune, by agreenment, responsibility for the collection
and disposition of solid waste whether generated within or wthout its
,jurisdictional boundaries and that the said council may enter into
long-term agreements with private entities to provide for the operation of
a solid waste managenent facility; and

WHEREAS, the parties hereto are desirous of contracting with each
other to provide for the acquisition, construction, operation, maintenance
and inprovenent of a solid waste nmanagenent facility wthin the
jurisdictional boundaries of the Cty;

NOW THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and
sufficiency of which is hereby acknow edged, the parties hereto agree as
fol l ows:

1. Agreenent to Pay Annual Fee:

ECDC agrees to pay to Gty an annual fee for the purpose of helping
the city to offset the City's direct and indirect expenses associated with
ECDC s solid waste managenent facility and the inpact thereof on Cty, its
citizens and its infrastructure.

2. Term of Agreenent:
Paynments made pursuant to the terns of .this Agreenent shall
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continue so long as ECDC s facility remains in operation, but in no event
| onger than thirty-nine (39) years from the date of ECDC s first paynent
to City.

3. Commencenent of Paynents:

ECDC s first paynent to Cty shall be due one (1) year after the
firs.t actual disposal of solid waste naterial, other than the garbage of
East Carbon Cty and Sunnyside City, at ECDCs facility wthin the
,jurisdictional boundaries of City.

4, Met hod and Conput ati on of Paynents:

Paynments to City by ECDC shall be nade annually based on a set fee
for each ton of solid waste nmaterial, exclusive of garbage from East
Carbon and Sunnyside cities, hauled by or for ECDC into its facility,
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the,City, pursuant to the
foll owi ng formul a:

. 1st through 10t h payment - $ .50 per ton

. 11th through 20th payment - 1.00 per ton

. 21st through 30th payment - 1.50 per ton

. 31st through 40th paynent - 2.00 per ton

ogether with its annual paynment to Cty, ECDC shall provide Gty
with a verified statenent, reflecting the nunber of tons hauled into ECDC s
facility during the period for which payment is applicable.

a
b
c
d
T

5. Di sposal Site for Solid Waste CGenerated Wthin Gty and
Sunnysi dey t:
ECDC agrees to provide, at no cost to City and Sunnyside Cty, Uah
(a municipal corporation in close proximty to Gty), a
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site for the disposal and burial of solid waste generated by househol ds,
governmental offices and retail establishnents within the City and the said
Sunnyside City. Such disposal site shall be located on land within the
,jurisdictional boundaries of the Cty acquired and/or leased for the
operation of a solid waste managenent facility by ECDC.

6. Di sposal and Burial of Sclid Waste Generated Wthin Gty and
unnys e C y:

ECDC further agrees to provide, at no cost to Gty and Sunnyside
City, the necessary equi pnent and |abor to properly dispose of and bury the
solid waste generated by households, governnental offices and retail
establishnents within the Gty and Sunnyside City which is lawfully haul ed
into ECDC*s solid waste managenent facility by comercial carriers only.

The parties hereto agree that the disposal site to be provided by
ECDC for disposal and burial of solid waste generated by househol ds,
governmental offices and retail establishments within the Gty and
Sunnyside CGty, shall not be open or otherw se be nade available for access
by the general public and that access thereto shall be restricted to those
persons or entities licensed by Gty and/or Sunnyside Gty and/or the State
of Uah, if such state licensing is ever applicable, to pick-up and
transport nuni ci pal garbage generated within City and/or Sunnyside City, on
a commercial basis.




Agreenent - Page 5

The parties hereto further agree that the said disposal site for the
burial of solid waste generated with Cty and Sunnyside City shall becone
avail able and the burial of the sane by ECDC shall begin one (1) year from
the date ECDC receives its first shipnent of solid waste material, the
origin of which is outside the jurisdiction of City and Sunnyside City.

The parties hereto agree that disposal and burial of solid waste from
City and Sunnyside Gty by ECDC at its said solid waste nmanagenent facility
shall continue so long as ECDC s facility within CGty's ,jurisdictional
boundaries remains in operation or for forty (40) years follow ng
conmencenent of such service to the said cities by ECDC, whichever event
first occurs.

ECDC hereby reserves the right to reject for disposal any and all
materials delivered to its said solid waste nanagenent facility by the said
contract carriers for East Carbon Cty and Sunnyside Cty, which may be
legally classified or identified as a material or substance other than
solid waste as defined by the Uah Solid Waste Managenment Act, Section
26-32-1, et. seq., U C A 1953 as anended.

7. Pursuant to Sections 26-32-3 and 26-32-4, U C A 1953, as anended,
City hereby agrees treat ECDC shall assune the sole and exclusive right to
collect, transport and dispose of such solid waste material generated or

existing within or without Gty's jurisdictional boundaries, except such
I solid waste materi al
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generated by governnmental offices, residences and retail establishnents
within East Carbon City and Sunnyside Cty, and subject to ECDC having
obtai ned the necessary Utah State and federal permits necessary to handle
and di spose of such solid waste.

8. Acqui sition and Fundi ng of Acquisition of Section of Uah
State Land-:

Pursuant to Section 26-32-3, U.C.A. 1953, as anended, City further agrees
to use all reasonable efforts to acquire a section of |and (640 acres, nore
or less) belonging to the State of Uah, identified as Section 16, in
Townshi p 15South, Range 13 East, SLBM and to thereafter sell or |ease that
section of land to ECDC, for the operation of the aforesaid solid waste
managenent facility to be operated by- ECDC.

ECDC agrees to fund the total cost of acquisition of the said section
of land fromthe State of Utah by Cty.

9. ECDC agrees to pay such reasonable attorney's fees incurred by
City in the enforcement of the provisions of this Agreenent.

10. This Agreenent and the Conditional Use Permits contenplated
t hereby shall be assignable only upon the consent of City and such consent
shal | not be unreasonably wi thheld.

11. This Agreenent shall .b~e binding upon and inure to the benefit

of the heirs, successor., adnmnisthators and assigns of the parties
her et o.
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12. It is understood and agreed between the parties hereto that tinme
is of the essence of thi;g Agreenment and this applies to all ternms and
condi tions contai ned herein.

13. This Agreenment supercedes and cancels any and all previous
negoti ati ons, arrangenents, offers, agreenents, or understandings, if any,
between the parties hereto. This Agreenent expresses and contains the
entire agreenent of the parties hereto and there are no express or inplied
representations, warranties, or agreenents between them except as herein
contained. This Agreenent nay not be nodified, anended or suppl enented
except by a witing signed by both parties. This Agreenent shall be
governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of
Ut ah.

14. Enforceability:

The parties hereto represent and warrant to each other that this
Agreenent is the authorized action of each, that this Agreenent is duly
executed in conformty with the requirenents of all applicable |law and
that this Agreenent is enforceable in accordance with its terns.

EXECUTED on this 77/A day of , 1989, to be effective as of the date
first set forth above.




Attest:

Cty Recorder

STATE OF UTAH COUNTY OF
Agreenent - Page 8
EAST CARJ30NFLOPMENT CORPORATI ON

R ~&TEVE CREAMER
It sPresident
EAST CARBON CI TY

i
B# JAMES H. - - RD- BERTSON
Its: Mayor

BE | T REMEMBERED, that on this ~~ day of, 1989, before ne,
the undersigned Notary Public in" a~i~r~d county and state,
canre R STEVE CREj 4MER, President of East Carbon Devel opnment
Corporation, a corporation duly organized, incorporated and
exi sting under and by virtue of the laws of UWah, personally
known to ne to be such officer, and personally known to me to
be the sane person who executed, as such officer, the within
instrument on behalf of said corporation, and such person duly
acknow edged the execution of the sane to be the act and deed
of said corporation.

IN WTNESS WHEREO-F, | have hereunto set ny hand and
affixed ny official seal the day and year |ast above witten.



ORIGINAL

AGREENMVENT

THIS AGREEMENT is nade and entered into as of this
77- 6~ day of~f - -, 1989, by and between EAST CARBON CI TY,
a nunicipal corporation, having an address at P.O Box 70,
212 East Park Place, East Carbon GCity, Utah 811520,
hereinafter City, and EAST CARBON DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI ON,
a Utah corporation, having an address at 1480 East Maple
Hlls Drive, Bountiful, U ah, 84010, hereinafter ECDC.

WHEREAS, ECDC is in the process of acquiring real
property for the proposed developrment of a solid waste
managenent facility

near City, and

WHEREAS, ECDC is desirous of developing a solid waste
managenent facility on the real property it is seeking for
acquisition, subject to (1) such property or a portion of
such property being annexed into the corporate limts of
the Cty and (2) subject to anmendnment of City's |and
devel opnment code to allow construction and devel opnment and
operation of such a waste nanagenent facility and (3)
subject to obtaining the necessary approvals and permits
from the applicable Uah State and federal regulatory
agencies and fromdCty, by ECDC, and

WHEREAS, City is desirous of receiving from ECDC a
yearly fee to defray the additional expenses which the City
anticipates it may incur as a result of ECDC s devel opnent,
construction and mai ntenance of its proposed facility, and
the general inpact thereof on the comunity and its
citizens; and

WHEREAS, ECDC is willing to make a yearly contribution
and to
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provide certain other services to Cty to offset and nitigate such
expenses and inpact to Gty; and

VWHEREAS, the U ah Solid Waste Managenent Act, Section' 26-32-1 et.
seq., U ah Code Annotated 1953, as anended, provides that the council of a
public entity nay assume, by agreement, responsibility for the collection
and disposition of solid waste whether generated within or wthout its
jurisdictional boundaries and that the said council nmay enter into
| ong-term agreenents with private entities to provide for the operation of
a solid waste managenent facility; and

WHEREAS, the parties hereto are desirous of contracting with each
other to provide for the acquisition, construction, operation, mnaintenance
and inprovenent of a solid waste managenent facility wthin the
jurisdictional boundaries of the Gty;

NOW THEREFORE, for good and val uabl e consideration, the

recei pt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknow edged, t he
parties hereto agree as foll ows:

1. Agreenent to Pay Annual Fee:

ECDC agrees to pay to City an annual fee for the purpose of hel ping
the city to offset the City's direct and indirect expenses associated with
ECDC s solid waste nmanagenment facility and the inpact thereof on Cty, its
citizens and its infrastructure.

2. Term of Agreenent:

Paynment s nade pursuant to the terns of this Agreenent shall
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continue so long as ECDC s facility remains in operation, but in no event
longer than thirty-nine (39) years from the date of ECDC s first paynent
to Gty.

3. Commencenent of Paynents:

ECDC s first paynent to Gty shall be due one (1) year after the
first actual disposal of solid waste material, other than the garbage of
East Carbon City and Sunnyside City, at ECDCs facility within the
jurisdictional boundaries of City.

4, Met hod and Conput ati on of Paynents:

Paynents to City by ECDC shall be made annually based on a set fee
for each ton of solid waste material, exclusive of garbage from East
Carbon and Sunnyside cities, hauled by or for ECDC into its facility,
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the GCty, pursuant to the
followi ng formul a:

a. 1st through 10t h paynent - $ .50 per ton
b. 11t h through 20t h paynent - 1. 00 per ton
C. 21st through 30th paynent - 1.50 per ton
d. 31st through 40th paynent - 2_.00 per ton
Together with its annual payment to City, ECDC shall provide City

with a verified statenent reflecting the nunber of tons hauled into ECDC s
facility during the period for which payment is applicable.

5. Di sposal Site for Solid Waste Generated Wthin Gty and
Sunnyside GCity:
ECDC agrees to provide, at no cost to City and Sunnyside Cty, Utah
(a municipal corporation in close proximty to Gty), a
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site for the disposal and burial of solid waste generated by househol ds,
governnental . offices and retail establishments within the Cty and the
said Sunnyside G ty. Such disposal site shall be located on land within
the jurisdictional boundaries of the Cty acquired and/or |eased for the
operation of a solid waste managenent facility by ECDC.

6. Di sposal and Burial of Solid Waste Generated Wthin Cty and
Sunnyside City:

ECDC further agrees to provide, at no cost to Gty and Sunnyside
City, the necessary equipnment and |abor to properly dispose of and bury
the solid waste generated by househol ds, governnental offices and retail
establishnents within the Gty and Sunnyside City which is lawfully haul ed
into ECDC s solid waste managenent facility by comrercial carriers only.

The parties hereto agree that the disposal site to be provided by
ECDC for disposal and burial of solid waste generated by households, go
vernnmental offices and retail establishments within the Cty and Sunnyside
Cty, shall not be open or otherwi se be nmade available for access by the
general public and that access thereto shall be restricted to those
persons or entities licensed by Gty and/or Sunnyside Cty and/or the
State of Utah, if such state licensing is ever applicable, to pick-up and
transport rmunicipal garbage generated within Cty and/or Sunnyside Cty,
on a commercial basis.
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The parties hereto further agree that the said disposal site for the
burial of solid waste generated with Gty and Sunnyside Cty shall becone
avail abl e and the burial of the same by ECDC shall begin one (1) year from
the date ECDC receives its first shipnent of solid waste material, the
origin of which is outside the jurisdiction of Gty and Sunnyside City.

The parties hereto agree that disposal and burial of solid waste
from Gty and Sunnyside City by ECDC at its said solid waste managenent
facility shall continue so long as ECDCs facility wthin Gty's
jurisdictional boundaries remains in operation or for forty (40) vyears
following comencenent of such service to the said cities by ECDC,
whi chever event first occurs.

ECDC hereby reserves the right; to reject for disposal any and all
materials delivered to its, said solid waste managenent facility by the
said contract carriers for East Carbon City and Sunnyside Cty, which nmay
be legally classified or identified as a material or substance other than
solid waste as defined by the Urah Solid Waste Managenent Act, .Section
26-32-1, et. seq., U C A 1953 as anended.

7. Pursuant to Sections 26-32-3 and 26-32-4, U C A 1953, as
anended, City hereby agrees that: ECDC shall assune the sole and excl usive
right to collect, transport and dispose of such solid waste material
generated or existing within or without Cty's jurisdictional boundari es,
except such solid waste materi al
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generated by governnental offices, residences and retail establishnments
within East Carbon Cty and Sunnyside City, and subject to ECDC having
obt ai ned the necessary Utah State and federal permits necessary to handl e
and di spose of such solid waste.

8. Acqui sition and Fundi ng of Acquisition of Section of Uah
State Land:

Pursuant to Section 26-32-;3, U C A 1953, as anended, City further
agrees to use all reasonable efforts to acquire a section of land (640
acres, nore or less) belonging to the State of Utah, identified as Section
16, in Township 15 South, Range 13 East, SLBM and to thereafter sell or
| ease that section of land to ECDC, for the operation of the aforesaid
solid waste managenent facility to be operated by ECDC

ECDC agrees to fund the total cost of acquisition of the said
section of land fromthe State of Uah by Cty.

9. ECDC agrees to Pay such reasonahl e attorney's fees incurred, by
City in the enforcement of the provisions of this Agreenent.

10. This Agreenent and the Conditional Use Pernits contenplated
thereby shall be assignable only upon the consent of Cty and such consent
shall not be unreasonably withheld.

11. This Agreenent shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of
the heirs, successors, adnministrators and assigns of the parties hereto.
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12. It is understood and agreed between the parties hereto that tine
is of the essence of this Agreenment and this applies to all terns and
condi ti ons cont ai ned herein.

13. This Agreenent supercedes and cancels any and all previous
negoti ati ons, arrangenents, offers, agreements, or understandings, if any,
between the parties hereto. This Agreenent expresses and contains the
entire agreenent of the parties hereto and there are no express or inplied
representations, warranties, or agreenents between them except as herein
contai ned. This Agreenment may not be nodified, anended or supplenented
except by a witing signed by both parties. This Agreenent shall be
governed by and interpreted i

the laws of the State of Utah.

14. Enforceability:

The parties hereto represent and warrant to each other that this
Agreenment is the authorized action of each, that this Agreenent is duly
executed in conformty with the requirenments of all applicable |aw and
that t!zis Agreenment is enforceable in accordance with its terns.

EXECUTED on this |71 _ day of ~5%----, 1989, to be

effective as of the date first set forth above.

n accordance with
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EAST' CAN LOPMENT CORPCORATI ON
-B-p-rR TEVE CREAMER

lts:--- President

EAST CARBON CI TY

Byr JAMES H ROBERTSON

Its: Mayor

Attest:

Cty Recorder

STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF ~6c, n
BE | T REMEMBERED, that on this day 1989, before ne, the

undersigned Notary Public in anC~' for said county and state, cane
R STEVE CREAMER, Pr esi dent of East Car bon Devel opnent

Corporation, a <corporation duly organized, incorporated and
existing under and by virtue of the 7.aws of Uah, personally
known to me to be suc',: officer, and personally known to me to

be the sane person who executed, as such officer, the wthin
i nstrunent on behalf of said corporation, and such person duly
acknow edged the execution of the sane to be the act and deed of
sai d corporation

IN WTNESS WHERECF, | have hereunto set ny hand and affi xed
my official seal the day and year |ast above witten.

TARY PUBLI C
-. ing At:



My Co m ssion Expires:

To ECDFP, L.C.

Ef fective August 8,

Consent to Assignnent

1989, the undersigned entered into an

agreenent with East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation ("ECDC")
described as follows: Agreement (referred to below as the

"Contract°'). Recently,
agreenent to sell

assets to ECDFP, L.C.

we | earned that ECDC has entered into an
If this agreenent.is

consummat ed, ECDC proposes to assign the Contract to ECDFP, L.C.

W hereby agree that

if ECDC closes its agreement with

ECDFP,

L.c., ECDC can assign the Contract to ECDFP, L.C. W

acknow edge that the Contract
and has not been anended,
of our know edge, we believe that
the Contract.

remains in full
suppl enmented or nodified. To the best

force and effect

ECDC is not in default under

Very truly yours,
East Carbon Gty

By: ~~
I'ts:
Attest and countersign:
AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of
the 13th day of July, 1993, by and between East Carbon
City, a nmunicipal corporation, P.O Box 70, East
Carbon Cty, Uah 84520 (hereinafter Cty), and ECDC
Envi ronnent al , L.C., a Ut ah l[imted liability
corporation, P.O Box 69, East Carbon Cty, Uah 84520

(hereinafter ECDC).



RECI TALS

A. On or about August 8, 1989, City and the said
East Carbon Devel opnent Corporation (also then known
as ECDC), the predecessor of the current ECDC, entered
into an Agr eenent concer ni ng t he devel opnent ,
construction and operation of a comercial solid waste
di sposal facility wthin the Cty's jurisdictional
boundari es. Paragraph 8 of that said Agreenent
specifically provided as foll ows:

8. Acqui sition and Funding of Section of
Uah State Land:

Pursuant to Section 26-32-3, U C A 1953, as
anmended,

Cty further agrees to wuse all reasonable
efforts to acquire a section of land (640 acres,
nore or less) belonging to the State of Ut ah,
identified as Section 16, in Township 15 South,
Range 13 East, SLBM and to thereafter sell or
| ease that section of land to ECDC, for the
operation of t he af oresai d solid wast e
managenent facilit=y to be operated by ECDC.

ECDC agrees to fund the total cost of acquisition
of the

said section of land fromthe State of Utah by GCity.

B. On or about July 25, 1989, Cty filed an
application with the Utah D vision of State Lands and
Forestry (Division) for a private sale of the said
| and described above and situated in Carbon County,

Ut ah.



C. The Division approved the application and private sale of the real property through a Record of
Decision issued January 31, 1990 and executed a Certificate of Sale (No. 24251, date of Sale May 29, 1990)
on July 6, 1990 which was recorded August 14, 1990 at the offices of the Carbon County Recorder.

D. Thereafter on October 15, 1990 the City executed an amended Certificate of Sale expressy
providing that the estate that was acquired was to endure only for so long as the lands are used for a public
pur pose.

E. Following the City's acquisition of the said real property, it leased the same to the said East Carbon
Development Corporation pursuant to a written Lease dated June 5, 1990, which Lease specifically provided
in Paragraph 10 thereof as follows:

10. RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL.: In the event that City ever

acquires the legal authority, to sell the said land to a

private entity or individual, ECDC shall be given the first

opportunity to purchase the same for the sum of Ten Dollars

($20.00).

F. On or about December 30, 1991 the Division notified the City that the lease of the land to East
Carbon Development Corporation, transferred the land out of the City's control and that the lands were no
longer being used for a public purpose.

G. The City responded to the Division on January 16, 1992 by legal opinion of Ballard, Spar Andrews
& Ingersoll to the effect that the purpose had not changed from that originally proposed and that the use was a
public purpose within the meaning of the law.

H. The Division and City have now settled and resolved the claims and rights of each other
relative to the alleged limitations




and restrictions contained in the ternms of the sale and the alleged
breach of the conditions of sale clue to the past and present uses of the
property, and have fully and finally released, conprom sed and settled
all of the clainmse and issues in a manner that will convey to the Cty a
clear and unrestricted fee title.

I. The City, having now acquired clear fee title to the said real
property and having the legal authority to convey the sanme to a private
entity is desirous of relinquishing its interest therein to ECDC.

NOW THEREFCORE, in consideration of the covenants contained herein
and other good and valuable consideration, the parties hereto agree as
foll ows:

1. The City shall, wthin ten (10) days of ECDC s paynent of the
following anbunts, relinquish its interest by quit claimdeed to ECDC, in
and to the said real property described herein:

a. Two Hundr ed Forty- Three Thousand Dol | ars
($243,000.00) to the Utah Division of State Lands and Forestry
(per the Settl enment Agreenent between city and Division); and

b. Ten Dol lars ($10.00) to Gity.
2. The parties acknow edge and confirm that the said Two Hundred
Forty- Three Thousand Dol | ars ($243, 000.00) represents the follow ng:
(i). One Hundr ed Forty- Five Thousand Dol | ars
(%145, 000. 00) as additional conpensation to the Division for

its release of its determ nable fee reversionary interest; and

(ii). N nety- Ei ght Thousand, TwoHundr ed
N nety



Dollars and Forty-Two Cents ($98,290.42) which represents the July

10, 1993 payoff balance on the amount owing on the original

contract between the Cty and the Division (the original contract

pur chase price was One Hundr ed Twel ve Thousand Dol | ars

[$112,000.00]. Gty nmde a downpaynent and three subsequent

paynments towards the original purchase price, all of which were

funded by ECDC) .

3. ECDC does hereby expressly reaffirmthat the property will only
be used for the disposal of nonhazardous wasted as allowed by federal or
state environnental statutes and rules, and ECDC will indemify and hold
the Gty and Division harmess from all clains, causes of action,
liability, damages, costs and expenses of any kind including reasonable
attorney fees arising out of or in connection with the use of the land for
the disposal of any naterial other than nonhazardous wastes. ECDC agrees
to execute a separate agreenent to this effect to survive the conveyance
and patent of the title to the property by the Division to Cty and the
conveyance thereof by Cty to ECDC

4. Thi s Agreerment shall be binding upon the parties and their
respective successors and assigns.

5. The wundersigned have entered into this Agreement with full
authority of their respective boards or councils fully intending to be
bound hereby.

6. The parties do hereby forever release, conpromse, settle and
di scharge all clains, causes of action, liabilities and rights asserted or
unasserted that either nay have agai nst the other



arising out of ECDC s use of the said | and.

EXEQUTED in duplicate original formthe day and year
first above witten, one counterpart to be retained by the
City and the other to be retai ned by ECDC

EAST CARBON G TY ECDC ENVI RONMENTAL, L. C

L. PAUL CLARK, MNAYOR EVE CREAMER
PRESI DENT



Presentation Discussion Points-East Carbon City Council Meeting-February 11, 2003
J.N.Marrs

Who I am and why | feel I should be involved in the discussion about activities that
affect residents of the area: -Lived in EC in the early 60's; graduated from EC high school -Dad
built local Episcopal Church -Member of the Woodrow Pilling family for 40 years -Involved in
ranch operations for years -Involved in the long-term care/protection of Woodrow and Erma
including heath, financial, legal matters -38 year career with Chevron prior to moving to Price-I
have knowledge that helps in the discussion -County property owner, business owner and
concerned citizen-neighbor Reasons | not here: -1 not representing any environmental group,
political action group, or anyone else but myself -Not to question the fact the landfill is here
(in-spite of hearing a lot about promises made-not kept). I fully understand the economic
benefits the landfill brings to the community (approximately 1/2 of the City's annual income
comes from the landfill. 2003 it is expected to be 5675,000). I know it bring jobs, donations and
other valuable economic considerations. Reasons | am here-to do the following: -To voice my
opposition to any hazardous waste gver being allowed into the landfill -To voice my opposition
to any low-level radioactive waste of any kind ever oing into the landfill -To voice my opposition
to any "hot" nuclear or industrial waste ever coming to Carbon County -To acknowledge the
economic value the landfill brings to the community and to "live with™ the operation as long as
only non-hazardous waste is accepted, and as long as all laws are being met, and as long as there
are no violations to the approved licenses and permits -To express the concerns | have
(especially in light of the DOE's suggestion they move Moab's waste here) about: the impact on
the Pilling's ranch property and business, including the impact on the fee (owned) property; the
safety of the crops and water supply; the land value and it's current and future use; the health
and marketability of the livestock; the long term real estate value; the long term impact on
income/revenue potential; the overall habitability and use of the ranch by Woodrows family I'm
requesting the council do the following: 1.Ensure the landfill operator is following all guidelines
outlined in their agreements 2.Ensure all city agreements affecting the landfill and current and
accurate 3.Make available any public documents related to the landfill including any audit
information 4.Ensure you have read all of the background information provided in the DOE
plans 5.Form a committee of city and county residents to help with "stewardship" of the landfill
6.Involve county residents and other local governments in the long term landfill discussions 7.To
ask any of you who may have personal/financial involvement with the operation of the landfill
to excuse yourselves from voting on any actions (representing the city) that may affect the
business relationship and to ensure you are following all guidelines outlined in Utah Civil Code
as it pertains to elected officials. I am asking you to do whatever is necessary to avoid any hint or
suggestion there might by any potential conflict of interest. Don't create any doubts in voter's
minds 8.Enter into public record these notes and the attached letter | sent to the editor of the
Sun Advocate In summary -Listen to public input, make good, ethical decisions for the city (and
county) and base your council decisions on facts.

Attached- Letter to editor

J. N. (Jim) Marrs -P. O. Box 1005-Price, Utah
02/11/03
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Department of Justice RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION SYSTEM Page 1
Clvil Divigion CLAIMS TO DATE SUMMARY
Ussr ID: walex OF CLAIMS RECENVED BY 020572003 08:5IAM
All Clalms
A e — s e —
COUNT OF CLAIMS
Claim Type Deac b of ] Db Totad
Childhood Lsukembs 1 23 5B 51,150,000 19 43
Othar Dowrmwindsr 1,402 5674 T56 $203,870,000 1828 5.885
Onsite Participant 53 83T a7 $38,5610,170 7 1,17
Liranium Miner 658 ZAD4 568 $236,794,500 1,824 4,887
Lranium Millor 135 183 83z $18,300,000 a8 ®7
Ora Transporior M 52 852 §5.200,000 2 85
Totsl: 2574 Baa3 657" $587.721,670 4 547 18,1
SUMMARY OF COMPENSATION PAID
Claim Typs Dasc # of Clairms with DO i of Viadua of with DCN Clalma with Deata
Chiddhood Lauskomia 2 s $1.150,000 $1,150,000
Cithar Downiwinder 5,354 Ba82 EI6T 417 257 $252.004 522
Onsita Participant “ur 588 30,508,026 $28,003. 526
Liranum hines 2368 3,500 §235.506,020 £230, 463, 508
Lirmrihm Miiller 7 258 17,100,000 $14,600,000
Cire Tranaonar 48 51 §4,600,000 $3,900,000
Tolkal: BATT 1amz2 SE56.470,312 $531,231 644
VALUE OF PENDING CLAIMS
Claim Type Dasc i of Pending Claims _# of Polential Payess ‘Wi of Panding Claims
Chilkdhood Leukamia. 1 1 $60.000
Otvar Dowrminder 1,482 2097 §74,600,000
Onsits Participant =3 352 18,975,000
Uraniuam Minar ) 1.118 $55,900,000
Uranium Miller 135 201 $13,500,000
Ors Transporksr a4 44 53,400,000
Total: 2574 4714 $176,425,000
COUNT OF Clars: NOW APPEALS
Claim Typo Desc Ponding  Approved % § Approved Denied Total
e "4 Diapomsd .
Childhood Leukemis 1 23 aar $1.150,000 10 M
ot Darvwrmwing er 1,492 5643 .0 $282.1:20000 1,580 BT25
Onsila Partcipant 53 518 405 $37.277,7587 TE1 1532
Urenium hinar B50 2.2 a2 $298 40 500 1.580 4,530
Urenluon Milar 135 192 838 $10,200,000 ar 364
One Transportar M 50 M7 $5,000,000 g 83
Total: 2574 BT 686  $573,230,257 asar 15278
COUNT OF CLAIMS:. APPEALS
Claim Type Desc Panding Approved % Approved! $ Approved Dunbad Total
of Disposed
Chikdhood Leukamisa 1] o 0 1] 8 a
Other Dowrrwind er 14 3 121 $1.550,000 25 2
Onaile Faricipant 10 19 0.9 $1,332.413 156 185
Uiranium Minar 10 113 e 11,300,000 e 57
Uraniiurn Miker 1 1 500 $400.000 1 3
Ore Transgoner (] 2 100.0 £200,000 0 Z
Toto: a5 168 21.0 $14.482.413 €25 826
Datgtsiss: C5_Migniiyl? Catalog. [ iCatalogs & 005 _NIGHTLYORCSHIghy MTIUH!ET

|R-er-ur1' R\Preduction & (STandarsFeponsiiee: ¢ Mwica Monday and WedhesdaylTre_SysClaims TeOateSum mr




Radiation dose standard at nearest residence of Atlas Moab tailings only met
for non-permanent occupancy

In 3 memorandum prepared by Senes Consultants on behalf of the Moab Mill Reclamation Trust, the annual shove-
dose from radon and gamma radiation is calculated for the nearest residence of the Atlas Moab tailings

for the years 1994 - 1999, The annual dose ranged between 42.5 - 95.1 mrem (0.425 - 0.951 mSv).

This calculation is based on an assumed occupancy of 90%. For 100% occupancy, the 100 mrem (1 mSv) annual

dose standard would have been exceeded in the years 1995 and 1999. This means that the residents are farced to

spend 10% of the year elsewhere, if they don't want to exceed the anmual dose standard.

{Senes Consultants Limited: Estimated Annual Radiation Doses at the Nearest Residence, Former Atlas Mill Site,

Maab, Utah for the Years 1994 to 1999: 23 August 2000. available through ADAMS hup:fwww.nrc. govireading:

rmadams html)
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Earthqualce epicentars, located by the University of Utah Selsmopraph Stations,

superposed on a map of Quartamary (peologioally young) faults compiled ty the Utah
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5.0and larger ar specially mdicated



—#lip~~ Recent Earthquakes in the Intermountain West

= PRELIMINARY EARTHQUAKE REPORT=
Uniiversity of Utah Seismograph Stations, Salt Lake City, Utah
Version #2: This repert superscdes any earlier reports of this earthquake.
This event has been reviewed by a data analyst.

A micro earthquake occurred on Samrday, 1 February 2003 at S:59:01AM (M5T}.
The musnitede 2.0 event oceurred 22 km ( 14 miles) NW of E. Carhon City, UT.

The hypocentral depth is 4 km ( 2 miles).

Vlacnitude 2.0 - local magnitude, synthefic Wood-Anderson A1)
Time Saturday, | February 2003 at 5:5%:01AM (MST)
Saturday, | February 2003 at 12:59:01 (UTC)
| yeaiion from E. Carbon City, UT - 22 km ( 14 miles) NW (323 degrees)
from Wellington, UT - 23 km { 14 miles) ME ( 38 degress)
from Sunnyside, UT - 23 km 15 miles) NW (318 degrees)
from Hetper, UT - 24 km ( 13 miles) E { 84 degrees)
from Price, UT = 24 km ( 15 miles) ENE { 60 degrees)
Cuardinates 39 deg. 42.4 min. N {39, 707N), 110 deg. 34.2 min. W {110.570W)
Depth 3.6 km (2.2 miles)

oaiity Fair
Parsmeiers Nst= 12, Nph=0, Dmin=>54.8 km, Rmss=0.25 sec, Erho=2 km, Erzz=2.7 km, Gp=223.2 degrees

(parameter info)
vent |D#F und2011259

Mddditional
LT T T

[ Inde:x map || big earthquake list || all carthguake list || glossary of terms || top of page |
Dt Sources:

Utah Region + Yellowstone Natlonal Park Region = University of Tiah Seismograph Statians
a member of the Council uf the National Selsmic Syytem (CNSS)

hmﬂhw,ﬁs.mh.mﬂtmmle 1250 hitml T3



i~ Recent Earthquakes in the Intermountain West

= PRELIMINARY EARTHQUAKE REPORT=
University of Utah Seismograph Stations, Salt Lake City, UHah
Version #0: Mwﬂunm@mﬂﬂhmﬂﬁhm
This is 2 computer-generaied message not vet reviewed by a seismologist,

& minar earthquake secarred on Setwrdiy, 1 Febrry 2003 at P:36:08AM (MST).
The maemitnde 3.2 cvent occurred 33 km (21 miles) ENE of Sunnysile, UT.
The ity pocentead depih i 12 km {7 milesh,

Vlaunitside 3.2 - coda doration magnitude (Mod)
Time Saturday, 1 Febraary 2003 at 2:35:08AM (MST)
Saturday, | February 2003 at 16:36:0% (UTC)
g etion from Swomyside, UT - 33 km { 21 miles) ENE ( 76 degrees)
from E. Carbon City, UT - 36 km ( 22 miles) ENE ( 76 degrees)
from Wellingten, UT - 63 km ( 39 miles) E { 21 degress)
from Myton, UT - 63 km ( 39 miles) S (176 degrees)
from Price, UT - 62 km { 43 miles) E { 87 degrees)
Convdinates 39 deg. 37.5 min. N (39.623N), 110 deg. 0.5 min. W (1 10 009N}
Depth 11,7 km (7.3 miles)
Cuadidy Poor
Parsmeters Nst= 7, Nph= 7, Dmin=14.9 km, Bmss=1.1% sec, Erho=46 lm. Erzz=76.5 km, Gp=159.2
degrees (parameter info)
Event 1D% uuli2011636
Addditinnal
Information

[ Index map | big carthquake list || all sarthquake list |} glossary of temme || top of page |
Data Sources:

Utah Region + Yellowstone National Park Region = University of Utnh Seismograph Stations
2 member of the Council of the National Seismic System (CNSS)

hitp=iwww, seis.utah edw/reqlwebdir/recenteqs/Quakes/un0201 1636 hitml 27103



CLTY OF EAST CARBOM

Hoed-01
Pri Year
deet Mo dccount Deseription Aotual
GEMERAL FUWd
THXES
L6=-31=100 CUSRENT YESR PROPERTY TRXES m
16-31-209 PRIOR YEAR PRGFERTY TRXES 15,848
10-51-300 SALES AMD USE TAXES 108,048
10=31=400 FRAMCHISE TAKES %, 1%
Tatals: 4,0
LICERSES AND PERMITS
16-32-100 BUSINESS LICENSES AND PERNITS 2,118
10-32-210 BUILDING PERNITS A5
10-32-250 AMIMAL LICEWSES I
Tatals: 8,981
INTERGOYERNMENTAL REVENVE
10-35-100 FEDERAL GRANTS ]
10-33-200 CIB GRANT/LAND ACOUISITION-DA ‘0
10=33-400 STATE GRAKTS ]
10-33-540 CLASS °C° ROAD FUND ALLETHENT 63,004
16-33-580 STATE LOIQUOR FUSD ALLOTWENT 1,037
. Totals: 64,041
CHARSES FOR SERVICES
10-34=200 PUBLIC SAFETY ]
§0-34=210 POLICE SER. AGREE. CARBON CO, 22 008
10-34-211 POLICE RGREEMENT SUMNYSIDE 6,000
10-34-712 OTHER/ECOC POLICE REVEWUE ]
10-34=-217 ECOC POLICE AGREEMENT & 800
10-54=130 FIRE AGREEMERT CRRBON COUHTY 0
10-34-740 [NSPECTIOR FEES 1
10-34=420 REFUSE COLLECTION CHRAGES 0
1034550 AMINAL COWTROL & SEELTER FEES (f]
10-54-T40 PRAK & REC. FEES/BNE THACK 2,075
10-34-000 ECOC TIPPRGE FEES L]
10-34-900 WATER AGREEHEME W/SUSKTSIOE L]
10-34-F10 SEWER AGREEMENT WITH SUNMYSIGE ]
Totals: 15 180
FIHES AHD FORFEITURES
B-35-106 COURT FIMES 1,15
Totals: 1,45
BENTS & LEASE REWEMUE
10=26=-200 RENTS AND COMWCESSIONS 1,535
e

Hudge: Werksheat - Detail
kpril 3o, 002 ( 4foz)

2001 -02 2001-072 Ho2-03
Cur Year  Cur Year  Fub Year
Actual Budget udgat
207,582 T02, 000 ]
15,449 1%, 628 0
82,975 190, 008 (1]
1,006 1o, toa L]
401,002 451,628 (1]
1,888 1,500 ]
1,088 5,000 ]
1,145 3,000 ]
6,201 g, 900 (]
0 o L]
¢ o L]
1,180 o L
4,568 70, 06 4
n: 1,50 _ L]
54,080 11,500 (]
0 0 L]
22,000 2,000 ]
5,000 b, 000 ]
L] 10,600 Q0
(I &, B0 L]
0 0 f
0 0 i
b bl b
£0 it i
4 L, 500 0
i 555,641 0
252,766 L3, 000 ]
f08 4 0
286,134 598,045 L]
13,835 7,000 o
13,83% 5,000 ]
1,138 1,000 0
9 19 @AM "

‘.,LEE

HsRIS

i Ehll B ¢

Tdnn

Page: |
May 2,1007 l4:3&



CITY OF EAST CAREDN

Budget worksheel - Detail
April 39, M2 [ 4fe2)

009-01 202 107 Ho2-03
Pri Year Cor Year  Cur Year Fub Year
Acet B Account Destriptisn Aetual Actial Badgat Budgst  ADJUSTHENT
GEWERAL FUMD
RENTS & LEASE REWENUE
NISCELLANEOUS REWENUE
10-38-100 INTEREST EARNINGS 10,299 IS 44,000 0 15,000
10-38-110 INTEREST EARNINGS-CLASS C RDAD  &,417 ] 0 e
10-38-140 TRAMGFER FRON SPECIAL R L] ¢ 0 ¢ =
10=38-40¢ SALE OF FIXED ASSETS &30 150 1,000 0 ____Sph
10-38-500 OPERATION SANTA 1,553 3,180 3,100 b _S00
L0-38-900 SUNDRY REVENUES 187 15 158 0 _ o
10=38-910 ECONDNIC DEVELOPMEMT 0 0 15,000 A e S
10-38-920 LAND LEASE & SALES 26,3% 19,39 I, M0 L]
10-38-950 COMMUNITY DAIE 295 4,2 &, 000 0
L0=38-940 COLUNBIA PARK PROJECT 0 594 0 0 =
Totals: 45,791 19,148 75,250 L]
CONTRIBUT [ONS AMD TRAMSFERS
10-39-100 TRANSFER FROM SPECIAL REVEWUE 41,358 ] 0 A
10-35-200 TRANSFER FROM WATER FUMD 10,000 ] 10,000 ¢ 1
10-35-300 TRANSFER FRON GRRBAGE FUND 5,000 ] 5,000 ]
10=35=-400 TARNSFER FROM SEMER FUMD 5,000 0 5,800 1]
10-19-500 AGMIN, FEES - INFRASTRUCTURES L 9 g L] T P
' Totals: 61,358 0 0,000 ¢ 20000
fevenee Totals: 653,344 BOREM 1,150,701 0 |,20, leleO
LESISLATIVE
10-41-110 SALARIES - MAYOR AHD COURSIL 16,890 14,800 14,804 ] _JQ_JEQ_
10-41-130 ENPLOYEE BEMEFITS 1.8% (Y 1,99 v L
10-41-250 TRAVEL 475 93 bl ¢ ___ oo
19-41-240 OFFICE SUPPLIES AMD EXPERSE L, 149 1% 2,000 0 4000
10=41=150 EDUCATLOK AND TRAINING 707 b L 0on 0 __1,000
10-41-510 IHSURANCE & BONDS 2,500 ] 2,500 ]
10-41-%40 CONTRIBUTIONS ] ] § =
fotals: 2,60 15,50 24,991 o 23991
COURT
10-42-110 SALARIES AND WAGES i & ] ]
10-42-150 EMPLOYEE BEREFITS ] (i 0 it
1G-42-240 OFFICE SUPPLIES AHD EXPENSE ] ] 0 ] .%,m
10-42-350 EBUCATION & TRAINING o | ] 0 0 _4,800
10-47=510 [NSUBANCE & BORDS i ] 0 0 __ 500
Totals: ] @ L] 1] irm
RDMINISTRATIVE
10-43-230 TRAVEL m 0 1,004 v looo

Page: 2

Hay 2, M0

16134




CITY OF ERST CARBON

Budget Workshest - Detail
Bpril 30, 2007 | &4f0%)

1000-01
Pri Year
hect Mg Acoownt Description . el
GERERAL FUmD
ADNIRISTRATIVE
10-43-240 OFFICE SUPPLIES AND ENPERSE 12,1n
10-43-250 CONTRACT LAGOR s
19-45-260 BLDES & GRIS-SUPPLIES & MATAT. i
EQ=43-270 UTILITIES 4,507
10-43-280 TELEPRONE 1,170
L0-43-290 ELECTION &
10-43-310 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES/au@iv 20,55
LO-45-510 [NSURAMCE AMD SURETY BONDS 1,620
10-43-620 BMX - MISC. SERVICES 2,001
LO-43-630 SUB FOR SAHTA 4,551
LO-43-C40 CORMUNETY DA2E ]
10-43-85%0 SAVE TRE SCHOOL #
LO-43-640 CARBON MEDICAL GLINIC COBG [
L0-43-740 CAPITAL OUTLAY - EGUIPHENT 48,655
19-43-810 DEBT SERVICE - PRINCIPAL L]
Tetals: 08,191
TREASWRER
L0=44-110 SRLARIES ARD WRGES 29,107
10-44-130 EWPLOYEE BEMEFITS i1,508
A 0-44-200 TRAWEL M
10-44-330 EDUCATION & TRATHEING ]
10-44-510 IRSURAMCE ANOD SURETY BONDS 1,522
1 0=44=T40 CARTTAL QUTLAY = EQUIPMENT [
Tokals: a2, 180
RECORDER
10=45=110 SALRAIES AND WAGES 7, 464
10-45-130 EMPLOYEE "BENEFITS 11,679
10-45-230 TRAVEL 12
16-45-330 EDUCATION & TRAINING i
10-45-300 INSURARCE AND SURETY BOWDS L, 00
10-45-T40 CAPITAL OUTLAY - EQUIPHEMI 1
Totals: a5
ATTORMEY
15-46-110 S4L/WAGES 14,252
F0-46-310 PROFESSIONAL & TECH, SERVICES (5]
F0-46-610 ATTORMEY WAGES & SALARIES ]
1o=46=620 WISCELLAREQUS SERVICES L]
Totals: 1,98
KON-DEPRRTHENTIL
10-49-330 CITY CELEBRATIOW/CONM, DALE 1,42
10-49-630 STREET LIGHTING 17,817

0002 H0i-62  2097-03
Cur Year - Cor Year  Fubt Year
Actual Budget Budgst  ADJUSTHEMT
L1 10,000 o lopso
&l 1,000 0 _1L,000
13l 1,000 ¢ 1
2,451 4,500 ]
1,447 1,000 0 2000
1,531 1,000 e
15,300 18,500 o |5,500
0 1,500 ] '
3l 1660 [
1,10 5,000 ]
] [} i ==
¢ ] | o N
. b . P
451 31,000 ] 40 -
562,789 511,285 ] :
9,167 594,445 0 5, L4 40
24,746 1,944 0 _2D\ofp
5,338 16,73 (i m
100 24 o __“z&en
0 59 0 __ Lo
] 2,000 0, _Lopo
1 &25 0 _J,_nm_
W 0,10 " 41,042
72,801 2,3 0
515 17,043 ¢ Dbz
645 500 0 S0
288 1,000 0 __looo
1] 2,000 ] %E
¢ 850 0 _
W, I R 0 ﬂ,?-_&ﬂ
I, 146 0,000 0 _10,000
12,975 [} 8. _ =
Ll # | e s
] ] B
14,123 0,000 ] jg_mg
5,778 53000 .=
15,471 19,000 ¢ Moo

Page: 3
Moy 21,2000 16:%4



CITY OF ERST CAREON Budgzt Werksheet - Detail Page: ¢
fpril 30, o0z | #f02) May 12,2007 16:36

200001 2001 -0 -0z 2002-05
Pri Year  Cur Year  Cof Year  Ful Yesr

Acct Ko Account Description Actual fctual Fudget Budget  ADJUSTHENT
GENERAL FUND
NON-DEPARTRENTAL
[3-49-540 ECONDNIC DEVELOPRENT 500 0 1,500 0 _[,500
Totals: 15,737 6 25,500 0 20,600
GEWERAL GOVERNNERT BUILDINGS
10-50-240 GEN.GOWN. BLOG.OFFICE SUPPLIES 1,088 L] ] ] I8
10-56-250 EQUIPNENT-SUPPLIES & MALNT. 98 1,351 1,000 0 _A000
10-50-260 BLOGS & GROUNDS-SUPP, & MATHT, 525 ] 1,000 0 500
10-50-270 VTILITIES B4 14 1,000 0 _lLooo
10-50-280 TELEPHONE 1 [} 1,000 v _Loop
Totals: 3,5 1,363 4,000 0 ﬂ.m_
POLICE DEPARTHENT
10-54-116 SALARIES A3D WAGES 10,728 10,500 138,910 0 %3%7
10-54-130 ENPLOTEE DENEFITS 53,067 1,0 0,204 0
10-54-230 TRAYEL : 262 152 500 ] SpD
10=-54=240 OFFICE SUPPLIES AKD EXPENSE 1,023 { 567} 3000 0 _4,000
10-54~750 EQUIPHENT-SUPPLIES & MAINT, 11,665 13,685 9,000 0 13,000
L0-54-760 BLDGS & GROUMDS/IAIL HAIWT, 2,002 3,204 0 0 _AE00
10=54=270 UTILITIES 1,625 1,497 2,000 0
10-54-280 TELEPHONE 3,295 2,58 2,500 0
10-54-150 EDUCATION AND TRATMING 2,678 685 1,700 0 3
10-54-470 UNTFORM ALLOMANCE 4,042 1,650 1,000 ]
10-54-510 [NSURANCE AND SURETY BONDS 2,50 ] 7000 0 T
10-54-570 BNX EXPENDITURE { ) ] 0 0 __—
10-54-T40 CAPITAL QUTLAY - EQUIPMEMT 975 Ton 19,000 0 15,000
Totals: 226,133 151,315 BT Bl4 0 244,800
FIRE PROTECTION
10-57=110 SALARLES ARD WAGES i, 408 1,195 5,000 L} ﬁngg
10-37-130 ENFLOYEE BENEFLTS Y m 1,000 0
10-57-250 EQUIPHENT SUPPLIES & MAINT, 1,028 1,370 1,000 (] '
L0-52-270 UTILITIES 1,284 551 1,000 ¢ _L,0oo
10-57-350 EOUCATION AHD TRAIMING 1] 7 500 0 500
10-57-510 THSURRNCE BHD SURETY BOMDS 4,000 i} 2,500 ¢ 1,800
10-57-740 CARITAL DUTLAY - EQUIPHENT 1,585 ] 1,300 ¢ _4,000
Totals: 19, 768 5,960 14,300 o %000
BUTLOLNG INSPECTION
10-56-110 SALARIES AND WAGES 6,015 2,045 6,000 0 __lg000
10-58-130 ENPLOYEE BEHEFITS L) 158 500 ¢ __lypoD
L0-58-230 TRAYEL 0 ] 0 0 Q&‘q
10-58~250 ERUIP, -SUPPLIES MALNT.& TRAVEL 388 195 500 [} :
10-58-280 TELEPHONE 0 1% ? ¢ ___2oo
10-58-319 PROFESSIONAL & TECH, SERVICES 1 B g ? Rl
18-58-500 TMSURAMCE L AOMDS LT [ L] fi ——



CITY OF EAST CARBOK

dcct Mo Account Bescription

10-59-740 CAPITAL CUTLAY - EQUIPHENT

10-60~100 SALARIES AND WAGES
10-60-130 EMPLOVEE BEWEFITS
10=60-230 TRAVEL

10-60-240 OFFICE SUPPLIES KD EXPERSE
10-60-250 EQUFIMENT-SUPPLIES & MALNT,
10-60-275 UTTLITIES - STREET LEGSTING
10-60-260 TELEPHONE

10-£0-330 EQUCATION AMD TRATNIME
19-60-510 [NSURAKCE & BOHDS
10-50-740 C4P. OUTLAY

CLASS © RDADS

10-67=110 SALARIES AND WAGES
10-67-130 EWPLOYEE BEMEFITS
10-67=230 TRRVEL

10-47-250 EQUIPHENT SUPPLIES AND MATKE.

10-61-200 UTILITIES
10-67-280 TELEPHOKE
16-67-500 [NSURAMCE & BOMDS
10-67=130 CLASS € ROADS

PRRKS BHD RECRERTION

10-T0-110 SALARLES AMD BAGES
10-70-130 ENPLOYEE BEMEFITS
10-70-258 EQUIPHENT-SWPPLIES & HALKT.
10=70=270 UTILITIES

10-70-275 UTILITIES - PARKS
10-70-280 TELEPHOHE

10=T0=350 GELF COURSE

Bidget Workshest - Detail Page: 5
April 30, 2002 [ 4f62) May 72,2000 1e:%
000-0L  001-02  2000-07  2002-01
Pri Year  Cur Year  Cur Year  Fut Year
Actual Actral Bedgat Budgat  ADRJUSTHENT
Tatals: 7,640 2,718 7,000 ¢ 2000
0 @ ¢ ' R
0 8 B [ —
0 8 ] 0 _—
1 0 B 0 _—
(] ] b I
(] ] b 0 _—
[ ] ¢ e
Totals: ] 0 ] | SRprERR.
18,610 18M8 20,55 o 1052
8906 645 26,310 0 IRl (Jares Tes)
] 435 500 B sy
3,513 1,515 5,000 0
15,708 7,187 9,000 0}
2,95 it 0M v _ 2,000
88 a5 1,000 ) i%
8 288 500 ]
4476 o 6,000 ¢ _Ls,000
388 b 5,000 0 _5000
Tatals: 55,785 »an 79,83 o 14,1687
2,18 2,881 3,017 o 24,948
11,734 4,215 10,500 LN [ .9
] ] 0} O
1,310 6,741 5,800 LR v
747 124 0 b 100
i 113 500 b 100
0 0 509 v .. 500
14,695 24,615 30,004 ¢ Foon
Tatals: 13,048 59,481 7,617 ¢ _fD.0m
b, 164 19,500 23,505 ] 30
1,312 1,823 13,860 ] 30
& AT 1,891 &, 000 v _lp000 "
121 n o R L]
145 148 2,000 v _Looo
a8t 53 1,800 ] 50
0 0 \ O P __—
0 0 8 I

10~T8-360 COLUKAIA PARK PADJECT



CITY OF EAST CARE0N Padytl Workshest - Deialt

April 30, 2043 { 4702}

2000-91 H0L-07 201-02 T007-81
Pri Year  Cur Year Cur Year Fuat Tear
fAcct Mo Account Descriptioa hetual peteal Hudget Budget
GERERAL FUND
PARES AND RECREATIOM
10-70-510 INSURANCE BOHD 5,857 0 5,000 L]
LG-T0-T40 CAPITAL OUTLAY s ] §,000 o
Totals: LN L 21,419 56, 348 ]
TRAMGFERS & COMTRIGUTIORS
L0=%0-100 COMTRIBUTIONS 2,835 Bbé 2,000 o
L0=90-110 SALARIES AMD WAGES [ 41,000 1] i i
10-%0-910 TRARSFER 70 CAP PROJECTS FURD L] L] ] ]
Totals: [ 38,185} BbS 2,000 ]
Expenditure Totals: bb3, 657 90,138 1,257,720 ]
GENERAL FUND Tetsls: [ 12, 313)( 18¢,814) 1] ]

Page: 6
Kay 22000 14:36
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CITY OF EAST CARRON Budgel ®orksheet - Detail Page: 1
Apeil 3o, 2000 [ 4f02) Ray 12,2007 16:3

oe-0] 0L-e2 00-462 262-0%
Pri Tear  Cur Year  Cur Year  Fub Year
Acct Mo accoual Description Actuzl Actual Budgat fudget  ROJUSTRENT

SPECIAL REVEMUE

0 i -l i e e e

20-56-100 [NTEREST ERENINGS 8,531 L] 0 0

ol s o 0 o
OPERATING REVEMUE
tas;;uascncnmus FEES 503,274 Al 0% 0 4

tals: wiaw wsis o 6

Ravenee Tolals: 511,867 - m.u;; ---' --------- ; .........

bangs
;:;;-IJB SHEER FEES L] 0 [ I

Totals: _'"""; -{I o [ 1] -
Transters

Ersmseme

J0-49-320 CONTRIBUTION TO DERT SERVICE 182, 548 k] ] o
20-48-330 EDUCATION AMD TEAIWING 4,35 L] ] ] I
20-48-350 CONTRIBUTION T0 ENTERPRISE 2,200 0 o i
Tatals: 535,758 L 0 v
Expenditurs Totals: 515,956 4 i [
SPECIAL REVEWUE Totale: [ 24,149) 406, 105 ¢ [



LIFy 0F ERET CARBOM Badoet Worksheet - [etail Page: £
April 30, 3T [ 4/92) Hay 2.20QF 18:ls

J0e0-01 200 -2 H0y-02 2007-0d
Fri Year  Cur Tear  Cer Year  Fut Yeir
Acct Mo hecount Description Brtmal Actual Budge! Bwdget  ADJUSTRERT

DERT SERWICE

REWTS & LEASE REVEMUE

10-16-100 [MTEREST EARMINGS 16,347 0 L] e —
Totals: 16,347 ] i : APPSR
RISCELLANEDUS REVEMUE
0-38-130 TRAESFER FRON GEWERAL ] [ [ | [ ———
30-38-140 TRANSFER FAOM SPECIAL & 182, 368 o B | TR,
Totals: 182,358 ] ¥ -
Revenue Totals: 198,715 ] ¢ | R —
bosds
Jo-47-100 08D [NTEREST 138,353 0 [ ]
Jo-47-110 BOND PRIKCIPAL 18,000 1] 1 0
J0-£7-120 BOED FAYING FECS 3,662 ¢ i i
J0-47-170 SWEEP FEES 108 ] (] i i e
Totals: 161,109 o 0  —
Expendi ture Totals: 181,509 q 1 U
DERT SERWICE Totals: 1,60 Q L] 1



CITY OF £AST ChRBDN

Acct Mo Accoent Bescription

CAPITAL PROJECT FuAp

[HTERGOVERNNENTAL REVEMUE

i L S e e e R e

45-33-400 STRTE GRANT

Totals:
REXNTS & LEASE REVEWUE
45-3a=100 SaLE OF BOADS

Totals:
HKISCELLANEQUS REVENUE
43-3-100 [NTEREST

Totals:

CONTREBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS

45-3%-100 TRAMSFER FRAOH GIMERAL FURD

Totals:

Revenue Totmls:

EXPENDITURES

43-40-30G B0MD 1SSUE COSE3

&5-40-110 FY 96 BOMD ISSUE COSTE
&53-40-400 BAMK CHARGE

45-40-550 ENGINEERT®G

£5-40-561 CORSTRUCTION - [MPROVEMENTS
A5-40-570 RORD BOND FUND EXPERDT
&3-40-550 MI5C -(COGIFYING & [MTERRET)
45-40-820 SHECP FLES

Tokals:

Tramsfers

45-28-320 CONTRIGUTION TO DERT SERVILE

Tokals:
Expanditure Tokals:

CAFITAL PROJECT FUMD Tokais:

i :

2000-01
Pri Year
Rotesl

15,350

15,330

&

15,33

42

o P

1,458

Budget Workshnee: - Delatl

April 30, 2007 [ 4/0%)
Ha1-02 He-02 09205
Cor Year  Cor Tear  Fub Year
actual Gudgat Budget

] L3 9
] 0 i
0 L] 0
0 L] 0
o 0 g
L] ¥ 4
U' L o
D 1 ]
0 0 L
L i L
L] 4 o
] t Ll
o 10,900 0
] I:II 0
] i i
L, 156 30, 000 0
& i G
P36 30,000 v

1L738)0 50,008} &

OIS TREST

e

Gage: &
Ray 2, M0F lesle



CITY OF ERST CakBnx Bedget Workshept - Delail Fage: if
April 30, 07 | efell fay 22000 1p:3

208000 M61-07 2001-07 JEE-03
Pri Year  Cur Taar  Cur Year  Fut Vear
hech o Account Description L4 €H| LT fadget Budget  ROJUSTRENT

e o o e I R e A e i T T T

WATER FUMG

OFERATING REVENUE

e

51-37-100 WATER SALES 18,500 13,7 1ie 70l 0 40700
$1-37-200 COMMECTION FEES 3,378 123 7,000 8 }
51-37-100 PEMALTIES &HD FORFETTURES 8,527 8,30 #, 400 & 00
SL-31-400 SURNYSIDE PLANT RETHBURSEMENTS (3,827 ¢ 0 ¢ =
Totals: 25,249 139265 85,708 0 22,200
RISCELLAMEQUS REVENUE
S1-38-100 INTEREST EARNINGS ' 45,852 8 8 ¢ =
$1-38-140 TRANSFER FROM SPECTAL § 176,838 0 o 0 ==
51-38-900 AISCELLAREDUS 1,30 1,935 ] b =
Totals: 226,204 1,93 P 0 =
Reverue Totals: A8 453 141,200 185,703 e __ =
EXPENDITUSES
o 1oci- rntdr-m
$1-40-110 SALARIES AND WAGES 5,886 4415 siam o 41,708, 10 « WO BT
SI-40-130 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS w0 2,9 ¢ 1%,04. 80 w
31-40-250 TRAVEL 0 8 500 i , 50
51-40-240 OFFICE SUPPLIES AMD EXPENSE 7,129 6,002 v,008 0 0p0_
51-40-250 EQUIPNENT-SUPPLIES 4 WAINT, 1,45 9,528 6,000 i _9,500
$1-40-260 BLDGS & GROUMDS-SUPP. & MATHT. 0 0 7 §o—
5L-40-270 UTILITIES/PONER 9,574 §,047 5,060 }
S1=40-280 TELEPHONE k512 930 2,000 b
51-40-290 BAD DESIS L 0 0
S1-40-310 PROFESSIONAL & TECH. SERVICES 1l 0 b 0 8=
S1-40-120 EOUCATION AND TRAINING 680 461 1,000 ¢ _ 1,000
§1-40-480 SPEC. DEST. SUPPLICS/CHENICALS 14,550 GUEE 11,000 v 1],poo
S1-40-510 [NSURASCE AND SURETY BOwDS §,172 0 3,600 0.
S1=40-650 DEPRECIATION 225, 00% i 0 ff ek
31-40-T40 CRPITAL DUTLAY - EQUIPHENT L] 4 10,800 ¢ 10,000
51-40-B10 DEST SERVICE/BOARG OF WIR. 9E: (A L T T 1 ¢ R4,324
SA-40-B20 DEST SERVICE - INTEREST 208,315 ] 0 -
5L-40-850 SWEEP PEES 1,989 ] 0 0 o
SE-60-9L0 TRAMSFER TO GEWERAL FUND/WATER 10,000 0 16,006 1 40000
Totals:  §H9491 3¢ 004 185,703 v 12, 100
TRANSFERS & CONTRIBUTIONS
S1-50-100 CONTRIEUTIONS 4 150, 000) 4 ] | e
Totals: { 1%, 000) 0 ] L
fapenditure fotals: 40,497 184 074 185,103 ¥

S ———mar®  SSmecrwrswm S Sme———mmm D

WATER FUMD Totals: .95 ( 42,8%) & L




CITY OF EAZD CARB0H

Woe-01
Pri Year
Acct Mo Rocount descriplion Actual
SEMER FUND
OPERATING REVENUE
§2-17-100 SEMER SERVICES 31,454
52-17-200 CONMECTION FEES b
Tatals: ALY
FISCELLAREDUS BEVEWUE
$2-38-100 [NTEREST ERRNLNGS 4,089
§2-18-140 TRANSFER FROM SPECIAL & 133,392
§2-18-900 NISCELLENEOUS i
Totals: 141 481
Ravenue Totals: 174,%3%
EXPENDITURLS
ST-40-110 SALARIES AMD WAGES 3,562
SE-80-130 EMPLOVEE BEMEFITS 1,274
52-80-250 EQUIPHENT-SUPBLLES & RATHT. 4,026
ST-40-140 BLDSS b GROUMDS-SUSD, § Malki. 503
52-40-270 UTILTTIES/pONER 181
52-40-510 [KSURANCE AMD SURETY BOmps 1,929
32-£0-650 DEPRECIATION 75,608
S1-40-740 CARITAL QUTLAY - EQUIPNEM] o
ST-40-B10 OERT SERVICE - PRIM{TPAL ]
57-40-820 DEAT SERVICE - INTEREST 10, 155
51-40-810 SHEEP FEES 57
SI-40-510 TRRNSFER 10 GEMERAL FUMD/SEWER 5,000
Totals: PRI
Expandibore Totals- 193,850
GEMER FUMD Totals: | 18,715}

Sudget Worksneet - Detail

GprEl 3E, 2007 1 492)
WAL-02 MO0 200-03
Cur Year  Cur Year Fut Tear
#ctual Budgat Budget  ADJUSTREM]
9,811 B, 3% 0 40 2t

] 1,504 0 _

24,622 18,85 (R N [T,

0 ] ' [y

[ o 0 __—-

¢ (] v _—

e L} e
29,822 13,85 W ojas
1,589 10,550 i 1,000
2,98 1,83 0 2247, 67

814 4,000 ] _g+g;c,;

] 4,000 0 __Zp00

454 1,400 g i_.,_qg_:_:_

¢ 5,000 b 4000

i ] T

] 4,053 ¢ 4,337 32
1,007 ] 0 fD,:

] ] 6 —

] ] 0 =

(] 5,000 0 5,000
19,849 33,83 0 40 Jiele
19, 8% 55,634 i, el
9,958 4 o 40, Tuly

Page: |

May 2, 3607

14:1s



CITE OF EAST CARBON Judqet Worksheet - Dargl)
Aprii a0, 07§ oafar

2008-0/ 20EL-02 0052 WnT-02
Pl Tear  Cur Year  Cur Year  Fof fear

Acct Mo Recount Description Hcbual fctual budget bedget  ADJUSTHERT
GARSAGE FUMD

ORERATING REVENUE

4-17-100 GARBAGE COLLECTION % SERVICES 48,904 £5,97] &4, 744 1 _al,sc0
S4-37-200 COMMECTION FEES o ¢ 0 b =
$4-37-300 SUNNYSIDE RE IBURSENENT 897 244 6,500 0 _L 500

R LTI EEERIANL—— rrAEEEEc—s  sEETARASES cswm e

Totals: 57,174 8,417 50, 764 v 54,000
RISCELLANEOUS REVENUE

54-38-100 INTEREST EARMINGS ¥ b L] | =
54-38-900 NISCELLAREOUS L 1 L] ] e
Totals: ft ] ] F
Revenue Totels: .0 48,412 S, T ==
EXPERDITURES
S4=40-110 SALARIES AND WAGES ] (] ¥ [
S-00-130 ENPLOTEE BEMEFITS ] ] 0 ML ol
$4-40-240 OFFICE SUPPLLES AND EXBENSE & i o ¥ o=
M-40-250 EQUIPKENT-SUPPLIES & MAIKT. §3 1 & 8 —
H-40-790 TRANSFER STATION 5,126 1.550 5,114 i
C4=40-110 PROFESSTONRL & TECH, SERVICES 46, 5% 1% 80 45410 ]
S-40-650 DEPRECIATION EXPENSE i [V ! 0 =
S4-40-740 CAPITAL DUTLAY - EQUIPREN] b 0 0 fF
M=d0-820 DERT SERNICE - [NTEREST ] ] k] L R
54-40-910 TRRNSFER TO GEH. FUMD/GRRBAGE 5,000 o (] 5,000
Tatals: 54,054 41,45 59, T4 i JFlooo
Expenditure Tolals: 58,054 4], 85 5, M4 0 m
GARBAGE FURD Totals: | 280 6,958 & i

Grand Totals: [ 28,353} 9058 {40,000 L



Bucget W orahes! Page:
June 30, 2002 (BOT) Jun 21,2007 033
it Crlerad
Apesunt Azch Mo = A
Aot Datail :
200001 x0142 Z0E2-Ld
PriYesr  Cur Yaar *-"“"""ﬁ
\zet Mg Acrount Description Buaiget Budge “Budt
IMBINED CASH FUND
s
31-100 CURRENT YEAR PROPERTY TAXES 112,300 113,300 -
41200 DEUNGUENT PROPERTY TAXES 1,000 243 ="
21300 SALES TAMES 70,000 20,000 g
31340 MU ENERGY TX PUT-UPEL 5890 6,150 )
31350 MUK ENERGY T PMT. QUESTAR 5500 8,200 -
21400 FRAMCHISE TAX PAYMENT-CAREMTEL 2000 50 e 4 =
21500 TAXES N LEU 5500 0,000 g
21800 MOBILE TELECOMMUNICATICNS TAX (1] 0 Z77 -
Il - -
TAXES Totals: 202,100 imees _i X3 b e 7
NEES AND PERMITS :
L3200 BUSINESS UCENSES AND PERMITS 1.000 1000 e
32210 BLILDING PERMITS 0  — -,
2250  ANIMAL LICENSES 1000 woo 877"
280  FIDING CLUB LEASE REVENUE 0 1 f
LIGENSES AND PERMTS Talais: 2000 2om _ (7ed
TERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE
333920 COUNTY GRANTS - PUBLIC SAFETY ] ' (. . . 8
133200 STATE CEMETERY GRANT a a0 _ ._ﬂ'."'_
133400 STATE ARCHNVES GRANT o 1] i
133-4%)  FIRE & RESCUE ACADENTY GRAMT 3.800 2800 #
193450 AMB, TRAINING GRANT 24,000 5000 ___ 5
113560  CLASS "C*ROAD FUND ALLOTMENT 18,000 wae (830 _~-
331880 STATE LIQUOR FUND ALLOTMENT £00 Y o
332085 LIDUOR PERMIT FEE a o
INTERGOVERMMENTAL REVENUE Totals: 48,200

HARGES FOR SERVICES

034220 SPEC POUCE PROTECTION SERV
M34.300  SALES TAXES




UMY SIDE CITY CORPORATION Bugel 'Workses Poge: 2
June 30, 2002 (87} Jun 21,2002 D2 3Tpm
200001 200142 o |
Prl Yoar Cur Year s vl
ool Ha Arcount Cascripdon Bludgst Buydget gl "'i |
LY
HERAL FUNMD
ARGES FOR SERVICES (Cont)
M50  AMBULANCE SERVICE FEES 32200 a0 29585
34800 TRAILERLOT RENTAL ] ]
34700 PARK RENTAL AND DEPOSIT REVENL (] 1,000 -
14410 SALE OF CEMETERYLOTS 8,000 1,000 " L
34820 CEMETERY SERVICE FEES Too 500 #
14000  MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES o ] L
H910  COMMUNITY DAZE REVENUES o o ]
ML) EMT ASSOCIATION REVENUE 0 ] 2
30830 FIREMAN ASSOCIATION REVENLE o ] )
o
CHARGES FOR SERVICES Tolals: Me0 48500 1775
IES AMD FORFEITURES
5400 JUSTICE COURT FINES 1050 1.000 il
FINES AND FORFETURES Totals: 1.080 1000 -
SCELLANEQUS REVENUE
3.100  INTEREST EARMINGS - GENERAL 0,000 24,000 a. "
38300 INTEREST EAANINGS - CLASS C 1.804 8,000 L1 -
3.210  INTEREST EARNINGS-GEMERAL FUND 0 10,000 =
38.300 INTEREST EARMINGS ESCROW WTIW T.000 2400 i
38400 INTEREST EARNINGS-PTIF-CLAS C 1800 9 (23
450 INTEREST EARNEDPTIFAMBULANCE L] 250 i)
@0 INTEREST EARMEDFTIEAMATER RO ] o -3
33470 WTEREST EAANEDWFTIFISEWER PRO o ' TP R 1
39435 INTEREST EARNEDUOHANSEN ESCRE a 0 o
19500 CITY RECREATION REVENUE o o £
8488 LUOUDR PERMIT FEE 0 0 )
Ba00  SALE OF FXED ASSETS o 0 &
3EA10  BANKRUPTCY CLAMMS 15.000 a &t
3885 IMPACT MITIGATION REVENUE a e =
38900 SUNDRY REVENUES 250 100 Ty
B830  CHAISTMAS REVENUE [ ] E. "
MESCELLANEOUS REVENUE Toials: s aaaem _J 275




YSIDE CITY CORPORATION Buxigen Worksheet . Pege 3
June 30, 2002 (MO Jun 21,2003 G3:3Tom
200001 200102
Pl Yaar [=T&{ 3
ot Ma Ascount Description Bz Budget
Lo
HERAL FUND
HTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS
1200 TRANSEERS INWATER/SEWER FUND ] o __YRy2 T~
19540 ODONATIONS-TRBLITE PARK a a
1355  DOMATIONS . CEMETERY IMPROVEME 200 []
1580 COMATIONS - HISTORY BOOK SALES 200 we 2=l
¥3-570  DOMATIONS . AMBULANCE SERVICES " 1,000 300 2ge -
540 DONATIONS - FIRE DEPARTMENT 300 800 ff-t,
19430 DONATIONS-RESERVE FUND 25,000 [
19430 DOMATIONS-BEG CLASS CBALAMCE @ o .
19050 DOMATIONSBEG GEM FUMD BAL 44825 a8 EE%
CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRAMSFERS Totals: 7. woer 2 6TS5F
Ravanus Totsie oA,128 230,711 éf{. g‘ﬁﬂ L"/
LATVE
41400 SALARIES - MAYOR AND COUMCIL arar T.800 E E il
41330 EMPLOYEE BEMEFITS 857 a &sd
41210 COSTCOMEMBERSHIP FEES ] a gl <
41.230 TRAVEL 847 3,000 s Ly
an2M)  QFFICE SUPPLIES AMD EXPENSE 62 1] Fir A
41330 EDUCATION AND TRABING 12715 = .{‘5 2&
H1510  INSURANGE & SURETY BONDS o 9
1540 CONTRIBUTIONS o 1,000 -
41340 MISCELLAMEDUS SUPPLIES ] £
ATH20 MISCELLANEDUS SERVICES 4545 1.500 £
LEGISLATIVE Totals: 17,888 14,050 224
IRT )
l-4%.100  BALARIES AND WAGES o R
42030 EMPLOVEE BENEFITS o 8
143230 TRAVEL o [}
|47.340  OFFICE SUPPLIES AND EXPENSE o ]
1-42.310  PROFESSIONAL L TECHNMICAL 1600 a0 _ Z2¢0 373
2510 INSURANCE & SURETY BONDS o o
42410 MSCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 0 L] s
145430 MSCELLANEOUS SERVICES L] ] s




FSIDE CITY CORPORATION Budget Wiorkahsat
Juini 30, 2002 (8NOT)
200001 2001402 —1
F Pri Yo Cur Yoar
st Accourt Dascripticn Budgel B 1
SRAL FUND
AT {Con)
——
[}
COUAT Telay: 2,800 8000 238 .
- ASURER | ADLINSITRATVE ‘I
3010 SALARIES AND WAGES 10.000 avoe _ _Ji L7223 =-
418 SAL & WAGES-LIEU OF HEALTH NS ] o 2
13130  EMPLOYEE BENEFTS 1753 2.500 P s !
3210 BOCHS. SUBSCRIPTIONS & MEMBERS L] om_ SIS
4333  TRAVEL =5 00 '
13340  OFFCE SUPPLIES AND EXPENSE 10 00 F
43270 UTILITIES (- ] __H,_L
13910 PROFESSIONAL & TECHMICAL 8,000 2500 J_—L_&'
13420 BAMNH CHARGES bi] 500 s :
43510 INSURANGE AND SURETY BONDS 300 mo oD
#30  BISCELLANEOUS SERVICES 1000 1,000 [+ R
_a7i0  CASTTAL OUTLAY - EQUIPMENT 1,000 2000 &
TREASUAER f ADMINSITRATIVE Totale: i e _E7 f
SCIRDER ! ASSISTANT i
A 3
1110 SALARIES AND WAGES 11,768 18,400 ol T
Lali18  SAL AWAGESLIEL OF HLTH NS 2889 6,481 24
y.4510  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 551 2,000 5.
}34.210  BKS. SUBSCRIPTIONS, MEMBRSHAS o 3 _,_ifj_f_
143220 PUBLIC NOTICES a8 wa 9/
1223 TRAVEL 100 s b apg
Jas2s0  CFEICE SUPPLIES AND EXPENSE ] wa ST
g-54.310 PROFESSIOMAL & TECHINCAL SERWI 2000 1,000 £ i
244500  IMSURANGCE AND SURETY BOMNDS ] 50 -~
g.1i810  AMMSCELLANECUS SUPPLUIES ] o . 2
(2820 MSCELLANEOUS SERWICES o 100 fos
D-3-T40 WTALW‘I‘LM‘-W ] L] ﬁ
RECORDEA | ASSISTANT Tetals: nam 2700 757
SLECTIONS
1.50.240  OFFICE SUPPLIZS AND EXPENSE 1,000 1000 al
ysa3i0  PROF & TECH SERVCES - JUDGES 500 500 fae




SHY SIDE CITY CORPORATION Buwaget Workehae! Page 5
June 30, 2002 (84D Jun 21,2042 03:3Tpen
200001 2001402
Pri e =T34 4
ek M Aprowr Deasription Budgel Budget
HERAL FUND
ECTIONS (Conl)
ELECTICNS Totals: 1,500 150 S 24
NERAL GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS
53110 SALARIES & WAGES [CUSTODIAN) 1300 2,000
53-130  EMPLOVEE BENEFITS A a
53940 HEALTH BENEFITS 0 -] -
53230 TRAVEL 800 =L
53240 OFFCE SUPPLIES L EXPENSES 4300 400 of P
5325 EQUIP SUPPL & MANTENANCE 7282 son 529
3060  BLGG S GRNDS-SUPPL & MAINTENAN 9 0 XY __
£3.255 TRIBUTE PARKEQUIPMENT & SUPPL o . [~ [
53270 UTRITIES 1,000 o __fp2y
23200 TELEPHOME 1,700 150 _ ST
200 CONTRIBUTIONSMSCELLANEOUS a 2000 __ SEyY
L3310 PROFMECHCASSELLE SUPPORT 2430 om __ LSl
53330  EDUCATIONTRAINNG w0 R
83380 COMMUNITY DAZE EXPENDTURES 2278 ax0 _ FIhe
53480  SPECIAL CEPARTMENT SUPPLES o ] 2
53510 INSURANCE & SURETY BONOS 1.500 e _ [299
53730  CAPTAL OUTLAY . BULDINGS 000 | O - O
53730 CAPITAL OUTLAY - IMPROVEMENTS 8.600 . A - S
153740 CAPITAL QUTLAY - EQUIPMENT 2000 G- S
51400  SUNDRY EMPENSES/CASH SHOAT T S - S
GENERAL GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS Totais: Wwar nsw _ 2 7Y 27
ILICERAN AL CONTROLENFORCE
184230 TRAVEL o 6 c
194250 EOUIP SUPPL & MAINTENANCE o ] [
154320  CARBON CO POLICE PROTECTION 11,000 11,000 3
154330 POLCE PROTECTICHICTTY FUNDS 12,000 12000 _ JZ 00
154315  EMPORCEMENT 0 o L
154950 INPACT MITIGATION - E. CARBON L] ] _E;_
354510  NSURANCE & SURETY BONDS a a
AE4830  MMSCELLANEOUS SERVICES o 6 - -t
PFOUCEIANINAL CONTROUENFORCE Totais: noe  nwo 23 Rl



-
IYSIDE CITY CORPORATION

L3
Audgat Woruhoel 1
Jone 30, 2002 (802 ]
0001 20102 !
, Pri Yaar Cur Yoar _
heat No Apcovrd Dascripion Bagel Budgat i
b
‘NERAL FUND :
’:
Shatl, CONTROL 1
P e )
\S8:750  EQUIPMENT-SUPPLIES & MANTENAN [} 3,000 x
JEE3I5  AMMMAL CONTROL 3,000 2,000 : ﬂf
ANIMAL CONTROL Totas: 2,000 o 5000
:
RE PROTECTION i
I
147190 SALARIES & WAGES [FIREMAN) TOO 1000 ,‘.‘Ei
AT EMPLOYEE SENEFTS 28 200 7] i
157730 TRANEL 2,200 00 .
G5T280  EQUIP SUPPL L MAINTENANCE 4,500 apoo _jo g L
®s7-27T0  UTILITIES 1,000 1,000 | g
057320 VOLUNTEER FIREMAN MEETING FEE 2000 LO00 R -
gaT  EDUSATION AND TRANING 2950 2150 l
957.350  FIREMAN ASSOC EXPEMSES 09 0 i
410 BSSURANCE AND SURETY BONDS 2420 200 :
1410 MSCELLANEQUS SUPPLIES 51 %0 25 -~
0ST.740  CAPITAL QUTLAY « ECUIPMENT 3,000 2300 ! i
FIRE PROTECTION Tl = 548 oo __ 3 -]
AMBLULAMCE
HREE-110  SALARIES AND WAGES 19,500 21,500 2
sa.5E.13  EMPLOYEE BENEFTS 850 2.000 ‘r
10-58.230  TRAVEL 1,800 1,800 24 L3
0-SE7sr  EOUF SUPPL & MANTENANCE ep.250 1, 1S 24
158270 UTILTES 1024 200 | Cfeu
1058780 TELEPHOKE ] . ~.
10-58.210 AMBLULANCE PROF & TECHMICAL L] o .ﬁﬁ o
\S5320  EMT ASSN VOLUNTEER MEETING FEE L 500 A
jg-58.330  EOUCATION AND TRAMNING 4818 2500 .E r 0
10-58.350  EMT ASSOC EXPENSES 1000 Q =
|pEL510  INSURANCE AND SURETY BONDS 5,045 spoo _ 3% it
VEAEID  MISCELLAMEOUS SUPPLIES 1,000 o R -
(058620  MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES 1.000 0 1
15370 CARITAL DUTLAY . EQUIPMENT a T R
AMBULANCE Tatals: e amw _ 29 203




B P— ]

SUNMYSIDETCITY CORPORATION Buciget Waorkahoet
Juna 30, 2002 (803
200001 00102
Prl Yaar Cur Yoar
Aggt Mo Aocounit Descripbon Budigst Budgei
GEMERAL FLND
BUILEMG INSPECTION

1083240 OFFICE SUPPLIES AND EXPENSE
10-50-250  EQUIP SUPEL & MAINTEMANCE
in55-310  PAOF L TECHMICAL

1089510 INSURANCE & SURETY BONDS
158420 STATE SURCHARGES/BLOG PERMITS

BUILDIMG INSPECTION Totas:

STREETS

040110 SALARIES AND WAGES
13-80-130  EMPLOYEE BEMEFTTE
10-E0-Z30  TRAVEL -
10-60.240  OFFCE SUPPUES AND EXFENSE
10-60.250  EQUIP SUPPL & MAINTENANCE
i UTWITES

L0280 TELEPHOME
10-60-310  PROF & TECHNICAL ~
10-50-330  EDUCATION AND TRABENG
1080480 SPECIAL DEPARTMENT SUPPLIES
060810 INSURANCE L SURETY BONDS
1050610 MSCELLANEDUS SLIPPLIES
1E0S0  MISCELLANEDUS SERVICES
BEKEST  OPERATING SURPL-LLASSC
JBE0EE0  CLASS C PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

STREETS Totas

PUBLIC WORKS

10-51-190 SALARES ANDWAGES

10.61415  SALARIES & WAGES - LIEU OF HLT
1061130  EMPLOYEE BENEFTTS

081230 TRAVEL

1351-250 OFFICE SUBPPLES AND EXFENSE
1081250 EOUP SUPPL & MANTENANGEN
w1270 UTLITIES

1081378 UTILTIES-STREET LIGHTING
10.51.280  TELEPHONE

161110 PROFESSIONAL & TECHMICAL
1661920 COMTRACT SERVICES-PROF & TECH
(0.01.330  EDUCATION AND TRAINING

1000 1,000 ___...,_E
0 . o 1
o [} ,LEL"',::L
-] a {}:
v P T

88T 12,000 54

2847 2000 =
100 ™ Zco
a o =2
8,507 0,000 Tl e

150 1000 :IZ.L-E
1300 1,000 — oS

Q ] =
2004 1,500 [l
0 300 ﬁ ﬂ oy
=0 o B
b 1] ¥ il
[ ] [
i
24,582 41,550 s
14 7S 15.000 X
5253 5000 i !:
5850 3500 o )
160 L. I =1
100 o o
8928 8,000 - 2
L] o , A
P10 14,500 L2 Qe
a 150 2 e
20% o &
1.500 n =




BISIDE CIF CORPORATION Budget Workshest [
June 30, 2003 (808 !
w001 014z !
Privear  Cur'fesr
et Mo Account Casipion Budgst Buidge
HERAL FUND
BLIC WORKS (Sont. ) .
#1480 SPECIAL DEPARTMENT SUPFLIES 0 P N |
H1610  IMSURANCE & SURETY BONDS 102 2500 2000
41610  MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 500 R
41620 MISCELLANECUS SERVICES 500 ]
41740 CAPITAL CUTLAY - EQUIPMENT 14,000 10,000
PUBLIC WORKS Tomis: iz %0 eq&

370110
T30

0-70-248
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Written Comments (continued)

WC 126 (10 copies of this |etter signed by 10 different people were received)

Date_Q_'bE‘.!ni\
TO:

GRAN

Joel Berwick

U, S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2557 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

isteri objections o any
is | fﬁcmtmﬁcemmeboﬁmgnmnagmf
:::sh::n; considered to move 13 million tons of cnntammn lgtfb?:n
yranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon,

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

Llle dudnt preduce 1€, we shoudat Nave
it 1N our Oureo.. : % i 2 reccl

2Tt Wl Nave o moda‘iﬂ:..-— ppact inN &N .
Shugaleh. Orec.,

3.0t280 were “olol ELDC would noT Nouse Cas
Nueleor waste ,0f daspose Q‘Q o - : ;

4 Tonsporphv. oL Contaminetiel wasTte wil et
Clesy ‘own ol Yhoo rollwend A

5. This Shnould ‘oo, pect. ouk! in Shhe desar

Qa0 ol Cb L ;
Please :?.&‘F %ﬂf;n“meﬁ into your permanenﬁrrgiect M

LO“\A-ar dU‘:Jt \ﬁu. D\.L%,, \f‘\bl_n'& An \'H'\J-_.-
% 0ot e T -%«;ﬁ-‘mal %(.w wd
7y . g 'h“"-r“*s"l'r\lﬂwtre_ -
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Date_;,Lm_Lo_%,__-—

TO:

joel Berwick GRAND JCT. OFFICE
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

LWe cudnt prodisce e, we shoudat v
z_jiC{w\ our aAxea.- . Q
h Wil Peve 6. negedve. impact N o O
Slugolsh. Ovees. [ e
3.%\-&-\zén.s wexe “old €C0C would ot Nouse sl
4%5&(;{@?& ,0f O\spose of ok 5
. \ronsSpo . O0f Contamunaticl ; Cipent
5 e Aown Lo Wi rosfw weste wnl arect
TThis Shoulel oo | dumn el OW s S desert

U o~  vesadew Comrn
Please m thtg; cornments into your pennanen'gbrojebéty?e r g

('6(‘2\[1.

Thank you.

Signed

Name MMW,__
Address 2.0, Bat - z 000
City, State, Zi ‘ S 4

LOW dont \ée’t& O\k%/ \(\DLQS S \\{\J\
% Contamualiy Jeshng Gros NS
N W <+ "MYNYY“T\*MYQ ¢ % :

FEB-12-2003 ©3:59 4356371358 98%
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Date_2 /10| FAY ‘[ S e |
™ _
GRAND JCT. OFFICE
Joel Berwick .
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road
Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objectiqns to any
plans belng considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to gast Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1.We dudnt produice e, we shoddnt Nav&
2_\_J,C£\n our Oxreo- .
cA wWilL Neve o N2 stve ypoct
Sluaadeh.  Orec.. & pRer
3-%\*\1&\\4 eye Yol ELOC would naT Noyse b
47‘:?;4&(;;?@ ,0f da\spose of o L v
. nsS v Of Co v '
evex Po—\-oum elo Qﬁiﬁg&fﬁ e sl ettt
5T s Shouwlsd Yoo, gy el ouc?t‘r\'n__\\{mz. dosaert

Plg}:‘) m tht?; %Srn‘me:é m&&gﬁna%nﬁ%eﬁq%ﬁi
Thank you. .

Signed /o«} mw o

Name, Senet (M. Ksber _

nddress, /GF se. g (O -
City, State, Zip_f7:¢c - gexal

Lo-\u.é, dowt e ouca/ \oloe Ve oo

iy o o reccl.

Q(:Q/\JL et e d e Ny %rcm NI%
N\ &k < j:LLA_Y‘\&t;-\’t \\ir¥‘2_y(1 v
FEB-12-20803 B3:58 4356371938 9B%

P.o1
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WC 126

Date_;ll NES B -

Foo &
TO:

GRAND JCT. OFFICE

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2567 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contammatgd
Lranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concernis are as follows:

1. (Me Sudnt pr-ddkkc,ob. T\t, we %\(\Ou,o‘c&(l\t Nane
J_J,C N Our Aareo.- , \ ke
272wl Neve & r\z%ﬁ\rc/ ympoct N G olireac,
Sludaish. Ovee-. ‘
3.0 2800 were Jold €00 would nNoT Nouse Ang-
4,&&,’“150\( r&é?gtz ,0f O\spose o o .
L Vtons Mow O co '*Cl - .
eNex tpo*owrl oLlo ﬁ:u_ﬂ\;;nfﬁ wes Ub”\ a%..f-’{«
5. T s Shoula \ae | duwan peck o:,%r\'m_\\ﬁmm dosert

CYBe or~ resdevitial, Comm N .
Please emmm comments into your permanent project rm.

Thank you.

FEB-12-2003 18:00 4356371958 98% P.@5
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WC 126 .
TO:
GRAND JCT. OFFICE
Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2557 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans belng considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1.(e dudnt prdd»ku, A, we shouldnt Nanve
it in our owves. ‘ §
27Tk WL Neve o Negatve npoct
S0 %ohxls\v\, oYec.. \
3.0 28 0e were “olod €COC would Nt Nouve G~
l\iﬁ*d&/\"' waste , 07 A\spoSe ok o . N
4. ‘mﬂspor“h'h'ma ol contamunaltzel Soeste whll a St
eivexy Yown olo Yoo rolw ,
5. T his . Should oo duunn eed oi%r\lv\“\ﬂuz., desert
ou) o~ vesudential COMMU«—Y\%%S NS awem
Please m these comments into your perarient project recof e vy [
b&r\.&( ron~ Co bz y

— r\é("‘la/"‘- N'I

Thank you. y Ry

: ceccl
N N O»Q (

A2 . ﬁzﬁ
s fSNS

e c
Name [14 Al i\’cézév'{%__
Address._ /4G Go Hory L0 __
City, State, Zip_Zir ¢ = T Gyse!

ww Aowkt \d@’w O\u‘a/ \(\ous Y o
oY)

8 Ot o i %f';%“\ﬁr\% %(-O«M\&q
N <+ .MVMOJ\"}‘\%M.«Q v

FEB-12-2003 ©9:59 4356371558 98% P.@4a
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pate . 2/10{ D

T0:

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This Is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

LWe dudnt prédisce 1B, we shoulddt have
2-%£‘&\L€u€bv%{3 m e ympack in o oQreods
3-C?‘%‘i nf‘\vwa_?ge-*o;(ot 8;%:& wo\&i notT N |
e
evest y Aown ol N r:‘:'fd Woste Wl effest

5. This Should \ae | dumped  ouw W e desert

U o~ Ye Co =
Please 3@ th‘@e( comments into your cﬁéQrfnanen'thrrB\jeU&'? rds.

Thank you.

Signed\f)WW aut

Name Y\ ¢ 2ad WAL S o€
Address PO A 2130 i
City, State, Zip_\ L) 3] mn,h‘n\J\Li \ 8%@47/

u)\ru.a/ dont wew O\L%/ oles v Mo
iy, el Fobny e
‘ + b“*‘(“‘*ﬁ-.'\*\g\kre .

FEB-12-2003 10@:00@ 4356371358 98% P.@6
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WC 126

RECEIVED Dot |
! !

pate_2/10] 02

fo e |

TO: ‘ '
Joel Berwick GRAND JCT. OFFICE |
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranlum tallings from Grand County, Uteh to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. e Audint rﬂcblku, Gk, we <houldnt nowve

, \t-\;\“ our oxeo - o
e Wl pve & na +Nc/ wpack in N olre
fElQ}A -ay\_ O €0 %fkl ‘) ¢

3.0z80e were Yold ELOC would noT ouse ot
Nud&“’ waste , 67 dispose. 0X &

4, \mns r'bc\w» t‘c.on'}ammtzdmgo.stm will affet

edu '\D“)“' ol e rouf
5 This ﬁhOqu Yo duamEed (',o \v\:\\{!\.z, dosert
sackomdial, ™\ .
Please :‘é@' th ?:o“r;me;ts into your pennanenﬁ: j(éEt'\r%
Thank you.

Signed %WM aX

Name I\ ead WAL SGrra v

Address PO &8 1%
Cltyfesstsate Zip_i)e® nrdm\ﬂi XQ‘éLfL

0
dm\;b ew O\L olee v Mo
%Q&*\‘\‘amyuﬂd Qe ohin Ca"'our\ot
N W <~ ~b—buft\-\(s.\*’(—\\r!,\__‘,_,,e .

FEB-11-20803 ©9:28 4356371958 98x% P.01
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Date_;lljl),_tlfs___.__,_

TO:

GRAND JC

joel Berwick T. OFFICE
U. 5. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junctlon Office

2597 B 3/4 R
Grand Junction, CcO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering My objections to any
plans belng considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, utah.

My concerns are as follows:

Llle cudnt prédiice e, we ahoudat Nave

, _\_‘gjcm oLy aves. . .

TEE Wl Neve o Y e ympact N o o ceect
Al AQK_ O.Y @Cn . %l o inpae

3. %\'\"‘Z r\s wexre '*OLDL £CcoC uoouJLdl (\OT \ﬂou e

. \\\i;iw(r—b;?:& or Aispose. 0% O aEl
. nS . |
Srerackey o Seprepe, et w1l <R

5. This 6h0quL ‘o.rz, S peck a-:é/\'n\\'\u_ daser t

D e adevitield, CO
please enter these comments into your pennanen%?&ect r{&‘r%%'

Thank you.

Signed

Name L Ao I N etr— VzZ(4 M/vav
Address_{ 735 C oo N oo 10 318

City, State, Zsp o W e zlﬂf Tou ul g 45 22—
lﬁhw—dwﬁt e d&%/un5-WVAL¢

Qn:%\L Qb‘(\‘\ﬂ e Zd se,gr\ NA/ %(O‘A s\o
! \X <~ XD»LA\Y!\*E; \'f'\\\\4~Jz_re1
FEB-12-2003 89:59 4356371958 S8

£ P.@3
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WC 126
RECEIVED DOE

Lo 8 2003 !

Date ,;17/1()! nx

TO:

Joel Berwick GRAND JCT. OFFICE |

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
Lranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. (e Mr‘\t pr‘édMu,, ,,‘\t, we, %Vlou,o.&r'\t Nave

‘ T N Our Oxea. .
271 Wil feve 6 r\z%c\ﬁ\fc/ impact in on ollreocks.
X \aﬁlu She  Orece. ‘
JC\‘*\,c s were Solol €000 wouwld NoT Nouse O
4;_\_uc4-€.o\r wciahs'tz,or Adaspose. 0% oAy -

. (‘C\Y\:Spo("\n e O Q,On‘\'am}\cktid wo.stq, '

evety Yowd oo \"o»LQuoagr Wl affest

5This Shoulal oo duum 20

R 3 aecl oud i SPhe dasert
<Ju_x)c.u§ tgr-‘om v esaclamnd Commontaes.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thank vou.

Signeu% M

Name._. TFEee, E2cu
Address. 2L pot Rlen &, —
City, Swte, Zip v X Se

FEB-12-2003 18:81 4356371958 98% P.@7
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TO:

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an-official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:
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Date_2~/2— 03

TO:

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. The ﬁ{ﬁz;gﬁsj 3 Tmﬁmj,‘d#fﬂﬂau fmm owe s

2o _jhr oTheg. .

2. The H;?ﬁ f_a.,ﬂ-T*aF T}ﬁn}:ﬁ.af????r#

eM sTofE TJE 7:-9/2/.:&«7

3. Fwovld goowver s<¢ TA oM TH

_Closen T The 572 op CO wT AN Them
4. CHSTE g SITE -

5i

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you. =

Signed }4 Ve A

Name__ T T £/AL 1

Address / "3
City, State, Zip_ P/ LT S¥55/

-
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Date 74, FA223

TO:

U GRAND JCT. OFFICE
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.
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Please enter comments into your permanent project records.
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D'ate_pﬂhﬂ 2003
TO:

GRAND JCT. OFFICE

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This s an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concemns are as follows:

1. It should not be moved. It should be capped and left
where it is.

2. We have high winds in Carbon and Emery counties, and the
danger of spreading radicactive waste to sensitive areas
3 is te great to store it at ECDE.

If it is moved, it should be stored at the nearest site
to Moab.

4. Our water supplies are very limited in this desert area,

and the possibility of contaminating the water source is
to great a risk to even think about ECDC.

5. I nelieve we have been subjected to Down Winder episodes
to often in the past to take ancther chance of this

Pleat®’BRte" fliese comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

Signed =
o Tt Lo
Address_ 320 w. sn0 .
City, State, Zip_price. Utan 84501
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Date_ren 12, 2003
TO:

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. It should not be moved. Tt should be capped and Left
where it is,

2, We have high winds in Carbon and Emery Counties, and the
danger of spreading radicactive waste to sensitive areas
iz to great to store it at ECDC.

3. 1f it is moved, it should be stored at the nearest site
to Moab.

4 Our water supplies are very limited in this desert area,
and the possibility of contaminating the water source is
to great a risk to even thinkt about ECDC.

5. I believe we have been subjected to Down Winder episodes
to often in the past to take another chance of this.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

ﬁcnm?juu% ko g0 -ﬂ;[’ :

Name____DOROTHY LIVINGSTON
Address_ 320 N. 600 E.
City, State, Zlp__Price, Utah 84501
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Date 2. /L D2
TO:

GRAND JCT, OFFICE

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
pians being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concems are as follows:
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Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

—

Thank you.
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Date February 11, 2003

GRAND JCT. OFFICE_J

TO:

Joel Berwick

U. 5. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. When ECDC.was built (approvel given) mo hazardous waste was
supposed to be put thetre.

2. In time the underground water will be affected.
3 There could be a problem in transporting this far.

The Carbon County miners have enough lung problems with the coal
4, mines; do they still have to suffer with this contaminated dusc?

5 Why not give it to the entity who wants 1t? It would help their
* employment problem and their people would offer WD objectlions.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

Signed

Name _@; Z. mﬁ)

Address_ 275 East 3000 South
City, State, Zip__prjce UT 84501
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Date A~/1- 03

GRAND JCT. OFFICE

TO:

Joel Berwick

U. 5. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. T/?ﬁys‘,opﬁ?*m;‘f {p/;".‘{f AN D el £ e bycles oar

THe NARRow Smygle Hlway,Davgertious AL Reqp)
2. 5&&_,:1 »—’Mf INTC TThHe wWATEE- AT (A s Locarion

3. vre KLesidenT Helpep pay Av M%
The Soe Bar The Company wi/l owly Bewfern
4, IR e oA ﬂr;paﬁc oOE 7 Lol e e !TW‘HEP"&CJ:’}’H&;:&

5 BPesipges s7 95 Bega Aedecen To gdo ¥eo SEKEg// Qﬁééﬁ.}j Ase
'Sﬂmc,aur:. LS AT RLEL e felRare )}s.--e,_, e fod e
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Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

Signed &9 nccc k.

Name_“obest- INanAK ousc
Address___ T4 AMO. o TH 057
City, State, Zip = A
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Date f{/ / Df! 03
To: GRAND JCT. OFFICE

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

 This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. Mest of Hhe residents are elderly.
2. Mest of the Pc:pw"ﬂT!'ﬂn l‘lﬂ:': no Mg;;li;;.":t TasurAnce
3 Mest a'f fﬂ_c_ e ;5 Lﬁﬂu{_luf PDPI-J&R& LJLJI'EJ -f)atal

4.CM ?ph\. .ﬂmﬁﬁ*mt— Cance™ moete Pﬁmp&l‘lf

[ ' _ !
5. u_)am\c'lr o ke (wt:‘:ﬂﬂ en yowr AT 5&4\?2

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.
S]gned @m ,é")ﬂ 0 ‘}'{A/

Namie Dovs S04
Address_(,03. 8. 3rd E .
City, State, Zip £rice. LAal. o uso!
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Date d[ic /o= FEB | 8 2003

TO: GRAND JCT. OFFICE

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

- This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:
Ll_,JLw w »rﬂém r;ﬁul‘ m:n& wa»-“ttl wWant Pmsloﬂ
2. Most of e Pafqnlbn are eldecly

' (
3. Cﬂﬂ NE e Amfgine, CaAnler pole rﬁmlar.n‘.l‘.

4,[;):;1..].1 Jo % t]t-:- f!ﬂl-ﬁﬂﬁ m W2 at” aiﬁ.ﬁs &7 WATer I-,

5. (Mo f,mplibn.fm*-n'tfl no P&afbl#—, “Efi.‘-".ELI‘H {313’.305:;
rce- b

Thank you.

Signed

Name_Heng? ¢ 5n A
Address_ cean S . Red
City, State, Zip Price. [, A FuSou
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Date 2-/0-03

TO:

st

Joel Berwick

U. S, Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

4. & ontuonenation o Enat Opibon frl7 wienel
P oidameralisn ~frrim. ELHE% PriceKieor -
Please enter these comments into your permanent project records. &égﬁﬁg
.
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pate J F1b-/2-2003
TO:

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office GRAND JCT. OFFICE
2557 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any

plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

L G0 o S it B el T ansord prsectio
9. Bun thildrss e protechod .

3, jziﬁ,;?&,w b g eehe
4.?MMMMWM'

5. )ik Ao 7% I;JIWMHM-

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

Signed

Name : :
Address /73
City, State, iP.&-qu!cm.f.uZZ__




Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concems are as follows:




WC 140
; DOE - Grand Juwadien
O -
Date c;'af" fﬂ;a?ﬁﬂ ‘Mi'uncl tomments wnli]
Feby, |
To: eh. 1Y
Joel Berwick |-400- b31-4575
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office
2597 B 3/4 Road

RECEIVED [E
Grand Junction, CO 81503 FEB | 6 2003

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objectio CT. OFFICE
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concems are as follows:
o it 1ol ConTorimats st dica ) 7 s
2 Meates, Leppd, r telface 3 Lot Gpbon ot
I Bilase 5 & Wffﬁf@muiw

Wiatee uhert ;
@W,ﬁ& WW.{ 3;’40“"17 ol v

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

LR
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DOE - Grand Jundm

e -

Date_ 9 - 12 ~6%’ ToKing tomments unl

: Feb, 14
TO! _
Joel Berwick J-400- b31-4575
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) ~ |RECEIVED DOE
Grand Junction Office _
2597 B 3/4 Road FEB | 8 2009

Grand Junction, CO 81503

GRAND JCT. OFFICE

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

L. b=l ‘
2. RNeealtt & 24l of b

3 & ik Mc-{;.-ﬁ Codar. Collad 4'3”;9‘4&

4 i o
5. Lent

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thank you.

Signed
Name___ 5o Qdaldt

Clty, State, Zp oy (o le 1895 20

-
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| DOE - Grand Jundien

O e -

Date ('r/ei; [2, 2003 ng;ﬁﬂ choemiiic fikd

’ Feb. 1t
TO:
Joel Berwick |-400- b3 -45775
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) RECE z
Grand Junction Office
2597 B 3/4 Road FEB | 8 2008

Grand Junction, CO 81503

GRAND JCT. OFFICE

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
M.Funhl

My concemns are as follows:

1. H‘ﬂfﬂ_lih ot fffdﬂ‘-’/f-
2. G-ﬂ"‘;- LR ] t‘I] - pngfﬂ"’

3 @“*"' f;-_/htl:l.'
4. Ti0lee L Uiy
3. Q-—-ﬁnh..'f" be_ R L S«

Please enter these comments into your permanent project record:

“I{I'r{!;r"’ﬂ“a‘hq Moo b

Thank you.
Signed
Name mg‘ i

Address_ 332 {1 . ~¢s n
City, State, Zip_€ <5+ Cc, b, L1 7 d¥5 3
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DOE - Grand Juwndien

| | O e -

DHE ;E__ :2_ 'z’z E?g T‘J\K,IJHI\J‘ tl}mﬁx{n\jj Lm_hi
Feh, 1Y

TO:

Joel Berwick ]-400- (o

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) I

Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concemns are as follows:

1@#@:& Wl Loz ormrnond sarca

2 Meatth, 4 spely of Clegirne are Eae? Ctslsn
3. Jo Gl b The € o i Eoa? ?M%mw
Y Wil ohid

5. é‘wpwﬂmﬁ/ﬁ«» 2007

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
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RECEIVED DOE

ey FEB | 8 203

GRAND JCT. OFFICE

TO:

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows; . e Al
ECHE. wurmns —msneldll st W A

1. ' ATy i I ™ PP S LS
eV e S ] 74_&?‘ /@/W/Jf
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- f?fﬂ?f&/ff/’ 78 7t 9T JYhA s sy ok P
5, Cvak P2y pELes. e st f& A% v Sovel T
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Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
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RECEIW E
Date S/ £ (2002 FEB | 6 2003
L GRAND JCT. OFFICE
Joel Berwick
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office
2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon

County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. Wy Sstions whter 5 4l 72y Sorried.

3. Cee Fée 70hes Y Ak gl

z &
las7™ & iz 74;..*:? e Ecoc G
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Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Ervry (i AeweirEd Trom 1he BT
Thank you. ferp Afsve _’a;pj,iwy AbErE Jégﬁ,,‘,f 15-,/‘/}:;? Ao
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b

il

. RECEIVED DOE
Date_2—/2 —¢ 74 FEB | 8 2003
TO: GRAND JCT. OFFICE
Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows: -
| i Ao A

s Ot Aeies ol
3. Qv f""“’b Said
4.

5.

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

City, State, Zip 2,
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Date 2. A% OF RECEIVED DOE

TO: FEB 18200 |~

Joel Berwick GRAND JCT. OFFICE
U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

Thisismofﬁ:ﬁmﬂoetnmeDOEregistuingmyobjecﬁorEManv
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:

1. W ;L-r J]::‘im 1061 MILES ")l; EL. hee I(LLM"(‘&' f‘h

zndican . a0e S wmick Chesé. .
2. Awmy wimbze oe ﬂafgﬂ anu"H h #bbew _':"ﬁfffm'r: .‘@’éﬁf ﬂw{ﬁf

Lo lead wi o6 ic hiably folikels a#lzeial is of G0t cow.
3&1{,:1 nnr %fuizl jlnf:r_ ;_’ u]'bli?{ f[ Cn:ld b o ihéﬁlwf{ . uJ'-H ng.
4. /Ahed hae Berw (o Iﬂﬂﬂ' Y RN X-Megrs Do VYo

have fe move Hen At al

5  what heleenc wheo o blev fh f’GJP W{: ?

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.
Thank you.

Signed
Name Veuw _’”\ %.d
Address : ';_: ﬂgjﬁkuf.

City, State, Zip_f2 (¢ _j_gm H £Ip [
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Date_2/13 /o3

TO:

FEB | B 213

| GRAND JCT. OTFICE

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any

~ plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concems are as follows:

- c"h.:mwg;r_, sutks i g Y tat s
- s B s ot
3 % ar o Mwﬁu/% ol b :ic.‘%:’dwtﬂ re

Please enter ume commerits vmr permanent project records.

Name V/EM,‘; T RLan)
Address_ 240 A ¥ dre
City, State, 2Zip__Prrc <« <7 F&3o/
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RTQEHME@ @T’
m‘z"/f\""g FEB[HEEL qra _f 37

TO: GRAND JCT. OFFICE
s gd
Joel Berwick
U. S. Department of-Energy (DOE)-
Grand Junction Office
2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated
uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

vl flndh 2555 el ”‘Mﬁ;&
s Pl mmit i ot A
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BW & WW M‘&”’H

4, [hscers :

-

Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thank you.
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H
Datefod & 27

TO:

GRAND JCT. OFFice

Joel Berwick

U. S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Grand Junction Office

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

This is an official notice to the DOE registering my objections to any
plans being considered to move 13 million tons of contaminated

uranium tailings from Grand County, Utah to East Carbon, Carbon
County, Utah.

My concerns are as follows:
1. Hea/Th an0 54}'&]’} Far bir2npe hifgreve P
5 fhTenTraf #ecipenis any Sools 7

3.Lem/Tew waler sulry
4. f‘g?&x le3/ e x};gfc?} e Jﬁx/;‘:; ;"
5. Lrrs] /L?Mﬂ%a’x?:uﬁ o Cenly

028/ Radisac iy e whilComes ye X7
Please enter these comments into your permanent project records.

Thank you.
Signed

Name /= Zmol4Y
Address bl £ 3™ ey . s Aot 47

cit}'r Stat'er Z]M%m






